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LONDON, APRIL 21, 1866. 
—@—— 

OCCASIONALLY the decisions reported from courts of 
petty sessions are of an unaccountable nature, and appear 
to be founded upon that rough idea of equity, popularly 
so called, which is neither law nor justice. At times we 
read that an offence has been committed, and that some 
one is punished accordingly, but without any real proof 
that the one punished is the offender. At other times 
the law is strained to meet a case of moral culpability 
not within the contemplation of the law, and the ma- 
chinery of justice has, ere now, been set in motion for 
the punishment of the offences of school children.* But 
as regards the metropolitan police courts, where the 
magistrates are men of legal training, it is rarely that 
we are called upon to comment adversely on the decisions 
they pronounce, and when this occurs, we no longer look 
upon it as a trivial blemish, but a radical defect. Two 
summonses however, lately heard before Mr. Barker 
at the Clerkenwell Police Court, present the remarkable 
feature that the one for a punishable offence was dis- 
missed, while the defendant was adjudged to pay a fine 
of ten shillings in respect of the offence charged in the 
other summons, which has been solemnly decided by the 
high authority of the Court of Queen’s Bench not to be 
punishable. 

The facts, as reported in the Times, are these:—Mr. 
Busby was summoned by the North-London Railway 
Company, first, for having, with a ticket from Broad- 
street to Islington, proceeded to Caledonia-road without 
paying an additional fare, and, secondly, for not having 
left the carriage at Islington. As regards the first charge, 
it was proved that Mr. Busby had refused to pay the 
extra fare, not because he had any intention to defraud 
the company, but because the fare was charged under a 
new regulation, which he objected to and wished to dis- 
pute. 

Mr. Barker said that as the company did not press for 
the infliction of the full penalty he should not now enforce 
it. He should only convict on one summons, viz., that 
for not leaving the train on arriving at Islington, and 
for that offence he should order the defendant to pay a 
fine of ten shillings and the costs. The other summons 
would be dismissed. The defendant at once paid the money, 
and said it wasa great injustice. 

Now the Court of Queen’s Bench has decided, after 
solemn argument (Hastern Union Railway Company v. 
Fren, 24 L. J. M. C, 68), thatthe simple fact of a passenger 
not quitting a train at the station for which he had taken 
his ticket is not an offence unless done with intent to de- 
fraud. And their Lordships, in another similar case (Dear- 
den v. Townsend, 10 Sol. Jour. 50), went so far as to de- 
clarethata bye-law which attempted to make this an offence, 
irrespective of fraudulent intent, would be void. The 
question of fraud appears to have been negatived by the 
dismissal of the first summons, and even if the defendant 
had been requested to leave the carriage at Islington and 


* These are defects naturally to be looked for in the administration 
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refused (which was not alleged) there could be no ground 
for inflicting a fine. Upon the summons which was dis- 
missed the defendant might, perhaps, with justice, have 
been ordered to pay the extra fare as well as the costs, 
though, on the evidence, even in that case it seems 
rather to have been a bond fide dispute as to liability, and 
therefore ground for a civil action merely, than a crimi- 
nal offence. Travelling without a ticket is no offence if 
done without any intent to defraud, and in the case in 
question it seems to us that the infliction of a fine was 
not only a deliberate violation of the law as laid down by 
the Court of Queen’s Bench, but an arbitrary and unjust 
proceeding, contrary alike to natural equity and common 
sense. 





AN ATTEMPT to practise a palpable fraud on the law 
was thwarted a few days since at Kingston Assizes, In 
an action for breach of promise of marriage were added 
counts for money demands. When Mr. Serjeant Ballan- 
tine called the attention of the Lord Chief Baron to the 
joinder of two different causes of action evidently 
for the purpose of evading the statute which prevents the 
parties to an action for breach of promise from being 
examined as witnesses, the judge intimated that he 
should direct the causes of action to be tried separately, 
under the power given by the 42nd section of the 
Common Law Procedure Act. The effect of this inti- 
mation was instantaneous, and the parties quickly agreed 
to terms. The case affords an excellent practical com- 
mentary on the proposed alteration in the law of evidence, 
which our readers can doubtless expand for themselves. 





THE LEVEES held by the Irish judges on the first day 
of term had a peculiar interest, in consequence of the 
rumoured incapacity to sit of some of their Lordships. 
Deeply to the regret of the profession Judge Hargreave’s 
indisposition has proved to be of a nature to prevent his 
taking his seat; and although arrangements have been 
made for the discharge of his duties by his brother 
judges—Longfield and Dobbs—and although an improve~ 
ment in his condition has been announced “ on authority;” 
yet it is understood that his ailment is of a very serious 
nature. The learned judge is a member of the Inner 
Temple, where he was called in 1844, when he com- 
menced practice as a conveyancer. On the passing of 
the Incumbered Estates Court Act in July, 1849, he was 
appointed one of the Commissioners; and in the Landed 
Estates Court Act (21 & 22 Vict. c. 72), by which the 
present Court was constituted in 1858, he is named a 
judge, of whom “there shall be three.” x 

Another judge not able to resume his duties is Mr. 
Justice Haycs, whose absence from the Queen’s Beneh is 
severely felt. The learned judge’s illness cannot be at- 
tributed to years, as he numbers but sixty-two, whilst his 
chief was born just ninety years ago. 

The notice of motion given in the House of Commons by 
Mr. George Bryan, one of the members for Kilkenny Co., 
who has no connexion with the profession, is supposed to 
be pointed at the Lord Chief Justice, and many public 
comments have appeared accordingly. The Pall Mall 
Gazette has called the attention to a statement that Mr. 
Anthony Lefroy, M.P., had been relieved from duty on 
election committees, his age being over sixty (he was 
married forty-two years ago), whilst his nonagenarian 
further retains his office. This has reappeared in the Irish 
journals, some of whom take advantage of the oppor- 
tunity for caustic remarks. 

This is but a renewal of the attack made eight years 
ago by Mr. Justice Fitzgerald (then member for Ennis), 
upon that venerable judge, the late Baron Pennefather, 
and Judge Torrens, which, however, signally failed. 

We doubt not that the venerable Chief Justice intends, 
like the other ornaments of the bench whom we have 
named, to be found to the last at the post which he has 
so long adorned. Aged as he is we should be glad could 
we dare to hope that when a vacancy of his high office 
does take place it will be filled by a successor worthy of 
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the cushion. which: hes been graced by Downes, Bushe, 
Pennefather, Blackburne, and Lefroy. 

The Right Hon. Thomas Lefroy is stated to have 
been born in 1776; he was called to the bar sixty-nine 
years ago, being then, it would seem, only twenty-one 
years of age; he has been on the bench for just a 
quarter of a century a most remarkable series of dates. 

The other “judicial functionary ” referred to by Mr. 
Bryan doubtless is the Lord Justice of Appeal, who 
was born in 1782, called in 1805, and appointed Master 
of the Rollsin 1842. Since then he has been Chief Justice 
of the Queen’s Bench and Lord Chancellor. The age of 
these eminent and venerable men is not the only point in 
which they are brought into strong contrast with nearly 
every other member of the Irish Bench.* 





WE MENTIONED last weekf a rumour attributing to 
Vice-Chancellor Wood the authorship of “Ecce Homo.” 
We are now able to contradict this rumour. We have 
seen a passage in a letter from his Honour to a private 
friend, in which he says, “I have just been told of a 
mauvaise plaisanterie in some newspaper, by which I am 
said to be the author of Ecce Homo! It is a poor joke, 
and should you hear it repeated pray save me from such a 
charge.” 

We can only add that the paragraph in question was 
published by us in the most perfect good faith, and with- 
out the slightest idea that the rumour was not bond fide. 





Ir Is WITH SINCERE REGRET that we announce that 
Michael Thomas R. Barry, Esq., Queen’s Advocate, and 
Acting Chief Justice of her Majesty’s Colony on the Gold 
Coast, Western Africa, died on the 22nd ult. at Govern- 
ment House, Sierra Leone. He was on his way home 
from Cape Coast Castle on leave. The deceased gentle- 
man was a member of Lincoln’s-inn, having been called 
in June, 1859. He was the son of Mr. Michael Barry, of 
the Irish Bar, Professor of Law at the Queen’s College, 
Cork. 





OUR READERS will be glad to hear that President 
Johnson has released Captain Semmes, on whose arrest 
we lately { made some remarks, under his original parole. 





WE ARE HAPPY TO LEARN that Judge Hargreave is 
progressing very favourably, and that his medical atten- 
dants have, during all this week, continued to entertain 
strong hopes of his perfect recovery. 





GENERAL JURISPRUDENCES§ 
No. 5. 
Having in my last paper given some very slight ex- 
planation of the purport of the division of the whole 
body of law into law of persons, and law of things, let 


us again revert to the consideration of the true ends or’ 


purposes for which law exists; viz. the establishment 
and maintenance of civil rights; and our first business 
will be to inquire whether amongst those rights there 
is any such leading difference as will enable us to make 
& capital division of them. 

We find that Blackstone having overlooked, or at least 
having quite misunderstood, the purport of Justinian’s 
division of the law into the law of persons (or the law 
relating to status) and the law of things (or the law of 
rights and obligations apart from status), substituting 
instead the unphilosophical division of “rights of persons 
and “ rights of things,” makes his next sub-division that 
of rights and wrongs. But here too Blackstone’s division 
is unphilosophical, because, if the end of law be the es- 
tablishment and maintenance of rights, what we ought 
to look for is (if possible) a distinguishment and classifi- 


~® Since these lines were written the Marquis of Clanricarde has 
tnade, in his place in the House of Lords, an attack on the Lord Chief 
Justice mich has afforded an opportunity for his complete vindica- 
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cation of righta, ‘and not a co-ordination or a contrast of 
rights with wrongs. 

The result may be the same, that is, the subjects which 
come under our consideration may be the same, whether 
we say, “the end of laws is the establishment and main- 
tenance of rights. Rights are, first, of description A; 
secondly, of description B ;” or whether we say, “the end 
of laws is the establishment and maintenance of rights, 
Rights are opposed to wrongs ;” but no one can 
doubt which statement 1s superior in point of method, 
for rights do not, as has been said, naturally (i.., 
a priort and without experience) suggest wrongs, 
any more than light naturally suggests darkness, or 
truth falsehood. Rights do naturally suggest obliga- 
tions, and if we will take into account, as we may fairly 
do (and what as men of experience we must necessarily 
do), that these obligations may chance to be slighted or 
neglected, we may without difficulty be led up to a just 
classification of rights, rather than to a false comparison 
or co-ordination of rights with wrongs. 

For, if we will think upon the matter for a moment, 
we shall see that all rights, although confined by the 
law, nevertheless take their immediate origin out of 
events, or outof certain acts, forbearances, or omissions, 
For instance, in consequence of a death, or marriage, or 
birth (an event), or under a certain deed of conveyance 
(an act), there accrues to me a right to a certain thing; 
or, again, under a contract or ‘promise for valuable con- 
sideration there accrues to me a right to the performance 
of such and such a service, or to a forbearance on your 
part from such and such an act; but it is possible, no 
doubt, that any enjoyment of the thing in question may 
be interrupted or interfered with, or the service promised 
may not be rendered, or the act agreed not to be done 
may be committed in spite of. the agreement. Does the 
law then, in consequence of this interruption or inter- 
ference, or in consequence of this omission or this 
failure of forbearance, raise up in me another right, or, 
in other words, does there accrue to me from this in- 
terruption, interference, omission, or forbearance, another 
right sufficiently like, and yet sufficiently unlike, the first 
to be compared with it, and yet distinguished from it? 
We shall find, I believe, that this is the case. Remedies 
(a term with which we are familiar even in connection 
with wrongs) are evidently only another form of civil 
rights,* of rights which it is the object of the law to 
establish and maintain; they may be (like rights of 
action or suit) rights to be formally pursued in the presence 
of the tribunals), or (like rights of self-defence, recaption, 
reprisal, and many others) rights which may be sum- 
marily embraced and enjoyed without waiting for legal 
assistance. But, of whatever kind they be, they all alike 
agree in this, that they result from acts, forbearances, or 
omissions, which are wrongful or tortious. They are 
rights (if we may be allowed the figure) standing beyond 
or on the far-off side of wrong; they are, like their elder 
brothers, own children of the law—half-brothers, how- 
ever, whose mother is Znjuria. 

It results, then, to come back again to simple prose, 
that it being the end and object of the laws to establish 
and maintain rights, of these rights there are two 
capital and well-marked divisions—the one results from 
events, or from acts, forbearances, or omissions which 
are not wrongful; the other results from acts, forbear- 
ances, or omissions, which are wrongful. The first 
division is known in the language of jurisprudence as 
primary rights; the second as secondary or sanctioning 
rights. We may add that in secondary or sanctioning 
rights wrongs are implied, in primary rights they are 
not. 

Starting then with this fundamental division of rights 
into primary and secondary, we come again upon a very 
elegant distinction of the Roman lawyers, the principle 
of which is so plain, and the compass §0 large, that we 
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the enforcement of rights,”— 
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must feel surprised it should be passed over without 
notice by our English text books. 

All rights, as we have before said, imply, or are ans- 
wered by, obligations; or, stated more exactly, every 
right implies, or is answered by, an obligation, or a duty 
which is imposed upon some other person or persons 
other than the person or persons having the right; and 
this obligation or duty is either to do, or to for- 
bear. But, although every right is answered by an 
obligation or duty either of performance or forbear- 
ance, there is this distinction—the obligation answer- 
ing to some rights is general, or, in other words, is 
an. obligation imposed upon the world at large, while the 
obligation answering to other rights is particular, or, in 
other words, is an obligation imposed only on some de- 
terminate person or persons. For instance, the right 
which I have under a contract or promise, imposes upon 
some determinate person or persons an obligation to do 
me a certain work or service, or to forbear or abstain from 
doing by or towards me a certain act. My right avails 
against those particular persons only. But if under a 
deed of gift or conveyance I become entitled to and take 
possession of a house full of furniture, or a close of land, 
my right is now of another kind. It is a right which is 
answered by an obligation or duty imposed upon the 
world at large to forbear from disturbing or interfering 
with me in the enjoyment or disposal of the thing to 
which I am entitled. And this is not merely a distinc- 
tion between the right of property, and rights which 
arise out of contracts; for the rights which Blackstone 
treats of as personal rights (not to mention any others), 
such as the right to personal liberty and personal security, 
are in the same way answered by obligations which are 
general obligations, that is, of forbearance imposed upon 
the world atlarge; and particular obligations, on the other 
hand, or obligations binding only on a determinate 
person or persons, may also arise otherwise than from 
express contracts. 

An obligation of forbearance is termed in the language 
of jurisprudence a xegative obligation, and an obligation 
of performance a positive obligation. And as the obli- 
gations which answer to rights which avail only against 
determinate persons may be indifferently positive or nega- 
tive, so it is equally manifest, on a very slight reflection, 
that the obligations which answer to rights which avail 
agaiast the world at large can never be anything else 
than negative. 

The rights which avail against the world at large, or 
which are answered by obligations binding on the world 
at large, are,in the language of jurisprudence, termed 
rights in rem ; and the rights which avail against only a 
determinate person or persons, are, in the language of 
jurisprudence, termed rights in personam—an elliptical 
expression for in personam certam. And, making use of 
these several concise expressions, we may sum up the 
matter of this paper by saying that rights, being pri- 
marily divisible into the two capital divisions of primary 
and sanctioning or secondary, primary rights are capable 
of being sub-divided into the two sub-classes of rights 
in personam and rights in rem—that rights in personam 
are answered by obligations which are indifferently posi- 
tive or negative, but are always particular; determined, 
that is, to certain determinate persons—while rights in 
rem, on the other hand, are answered by obligations 
which are general or universal, but are never anything 
else than negative or obligations of forbearance. 


RAILWAY LEGISLATION. 
Ill. 
“It'béing an almost universally acknowledged fact that 
*the law mwespecting railways is inefficient and altogether 
ansuitetl to the altered condition of society as influenced 
by increased facilities for intercommunication, and the 


idea. Without exactly knowing what was required to 
remedy the special evils complained of, people have 
formed a very decided opinion that “something must be 
done.” What that something is to be, or how it is to be 
brought about, does not appear so clearly. To begin 
at the commencement we must refer to the enormous 
amount of the preliminary expenses incurred in carrying 
a bill through Parliament ; not only are sach expenses as 
are legitimate very large, but these are multiplied in re- 
sisting the opposition of competing schemes, or already- 
established lines of railway. Were the Act of 1844 put into 
operation, and were the Government to purchase the rail- 
ways of the United Kingdom, these preliminary expenses 
must be abolished, if railway enterprise were not itself to 
be altogether extinguished. No association would at- 
tempt to carry out so.expensive a scheme asa railway, 
with the full prospect of losing all benefit from it after 
twenty-one years, and the result would be, that when 
Government once possessed the existing railways they 
must be prepared to construct at their own risk any line 
which the traffic of the country might thereafter render 
necessary.* So long, however, as the present arrangement 
prevails, it is to be feared that the preliminary expenses of 
passing a railway biil through Parliament will continue 
to increase. As yet we have not had sufficient experi- 
ence of the working of the Act of last session (28 & 29 
Vict. c. 27), for awarding costs in certain cases of private 
bills, to be enabled to judge what will be its effect on 
the amount of the preliminary expenses of a railway bill, 
but we doubt whether in the long run it will have any 
appreciable effect, because it provides that either the 
promoters or the opponents of a bill may be eondemned 
in costs in certain events, and, therefore, may be said to 
“cut both ways.” 

Much is required to put the law on a proper footing as 
regards the taking of land by a railway. When the 
arbitrary powers given by the Lands Clauses Act were 
enacted twenty years ago, the making of railways through 
large towns, and especially through the very heart of Lon- 
don, was scarcely contemplated, and it is now found in 
practice that many hardships are inflicted on householders, 
and on poor tenants especially, which it ought to be the 
care of the Legislature to mitigate, if not to prevent. To 
take down a house literally over a man’s head, as is 
frequently done, reflects a disgrace on the law which 
permits a company to inflict a private injury in the name 
of the public good. All the clauses which relate to the 
subject of taking land require amendment, to meet the 
case of householders in towns. It would not, in our es 
timation, be unreasonable to require a company as a 
general rule to acquire an absolute title to any land or 
house before entering upon it at all, restricting the 
existing right of paying the money into the Court of 
Chancery to cases where the vendor was guilty of vexa- 
tious delay ; at any rate no one could then be turned out 
without sufficient notice. Some difficulty might be 
found in settling with tenants under lease, but their 
compensation might be settled as at present, subject 
to their having six or twelve months’ regular notice 
to quit. On the other hand there is the evil of too 
much notice or too frequent notices, where a company 
carries in its bill year after year, and continues to give 
notices to the landholders on the proposed line, thereby 
preventing houses being let to advantage; on this subject 
we have already ¢ given an opinion, and made some sug~ 
0 which might, if carried out, become of essential 
service. 

In large towns, and especially in London, the opera- 
tions of railway companies, which deprive the labouring 
elasses of their habitations, have attracted much atten- 
tion, and several attempts at legislation on the subject 
have been made, but hitherto without effect. 

The proposal of Mr. Hughes is one which appears to 
deserve attention, as having had the sanction of the 





consequent rise in the value of land, a radical change in 
that law seems imperative, and the tendency of the 
public mind has now for some years favoured such an 





* One of our contemporaries has already coolly proposed * construct 
peers of “ Highway Rates.” 
¢ 9 Sol. Jour. 770.1 
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chief companies of the metropolis, but the principle on 
which he forms his scheme is scarcely such as could be 
‘applied equitably to any large number of cases. Mr. 
Hughes proposes that whenever a railway dispossesses any 
body of persons belonging to the labouring classes, that 
is, persons whose lodgings do not cost more than ten 
shillings a-week, they should be bound to build new 
dwellings for them, fulfilling certain conditions as to 
sewerage, lighting, ventilation, space, &c., to the satis- 
faction of two justices or a police magistrate. The site 
of the houses so to be built to be approved by the Chief 
Commissioner of Works or some other public officer, who 
should also have power to fix the site. No old houses 
to be pulled down till the new ones are erected. It is, 
perhaps, unnecessary to state that this proposition has 
been rejected. The difficulties in the way of carrying 
out such a plan are innumerable, and the chief difficulty 
is comprised in the fact that you cannot make the work- 
ing man accept the benefit you thus propose to confer 
upon him, and if he do accept it his tenure of one week 
could be speedily terminated by the railway company pro- 
posed to be made his landlord, in the event of a higher 
rent being obtainable. The fact is that in all cases of 
compensation the party aggrieved can only be compen- 
sated for what he loses, if more than that is given him 
by way of compensation it isa gratuity. If a man is 
turned out at a week’s notice by a railway company heis 
in no worse a position than if his landlord, who had the 
same power, had given him notice to quit. Why, then, 
should he be provided with something better elsewhere? 
If on the other hand it is a mere question of commiser- 
ation we should be acting on a false principle to adopt 
Mr. Hughes’s proposal; let the champion of the working 
classes appeal to the commiseration of the parliamentary 
committees on private bills, and so prevent the passing 
of any railway bill which would injuriously affect the 
dwellings of any large number of their body; let him 
begin at the beginning and prevail upon Parliament to 
abstain from conferring the powers which he, no doubt 
with justice, complains operate so harshly. 

The construction of railways in towns presents one of 
those difficult subjects for consideration which, whatever 
way you look at it, appears to do more harm than good— 
we refer only to the act of construction, and not to the 
advisability of permitting railways within towns. The 
trade losses occasioned to individuals by the stoppage of 
traffic are such as they cannot obtain compensation for* 
nor prevent, and the damage to property, consequent on 
excavations which remove the supporting soil of neigh- 
bouring foundations, makes many houses dangerous as 
habitations, and is a fruitfal source of litigation. Com- 
pensation ought to be given in every such case, so that 
no person whose loss is, however remotely, attributable to 
the railway coming past his property or interfering with 
his trade, should be injured by reason that the act is an 
evil which the law provides no remedy. Then, again, 
the closing of streets for the purpose of making a railway, 
and the making good the pavement afterwards, should be 
strictly regulated by some such provisions as were con- 
tained in the bill of last session already referred to. 

Important, however, as are the points we have men- 
tioned, there is one which is more important, namely, the 
management and working of railways. 

In effect there is no legal control over the fares and 
charges which railway companies make to the public; 
in some localities they are double, treble, and even quad- 
ruple, what they are in others, The public is considered 


only in the light of a sponge, to be effectually squeezed | 


for the benefit of the shareholders. Fares vary for the 
highest class of passengers from a haif-penny to three- 
pence half-penny per mile, and for the lowest from a 
farthing to a penny per mile. If the lowest fares pay a 
company, on what principle do some charge seven times 
as much, while it is well known that the average cost of 
running a train has scarcely any variation? It is be- 
* This is on the i i d 
wal hp eae 








cause they have the monopoly of the traffic, and exercise 
it for the benefit, as they suppose, of their shareholders, 
and not for that of the public. 

The average cost of conveying a train one mile is two 
shillings and sevenpence, and, at a moderate calculation, 
the maximum load of such a train would be a thousand 
passengers, of whom, according to the estimate, 128 would 
be first class, 287 second class, and 585 third class. Such 
a train travelling a hundred miles would cost £12 18s. 4d., 
being an average of less than threepence farthing for 
each passenger. If then this is the smallest price at 
which we might be transported from place to place, sup- 
posing full trains could be insured, we may, to provide 
against all contingencies, multiply the charge by ten, 
making two shillings and eightpence, to which we will add 
as much more to meet general expenses not included in the 
above estimate, interest of money, &c., making a total of 
5s. 4d., for which sum all passengers might be carried with 
profit a hundred miles. The first class could pay a little 
more, and the third a little less, than that amount.* But 
what is the actual fact? The cheapest railway in the 
United Kingdom, namely, the North and South Western, 
charges three and tenpence, and the dearest one, namely, 
the Carmarthen and Cardigan, eighteen shillings for a hun- 
dred miles. The Great Western, representing the average 
of all the railways in the United Kingdom, charges 
twelve shillings and twopence for that distance. Added 
to this, is the important fact that the North and South 
Western pays its shareholders a dividend of six per cent. 

If there were any probability of the large companies 
reducing their fares in such a manner as to benefit the 
public, (and it has been demonstrated that they may 
most of them be greatly reduced without permanently 
reducing the dividend of the company), there would be no 
necessity for legislation on that subject, which appears 
to be a matter more for the consideration of the members 
of a commercial undertaking, such as a railway is, than 
of the Government; but when we see that the earnings 
of railways increase more than two million pounds 
sterling, and their passengers more than twenty-four 
millions in a year, we ought to provide against being 
trodden down by so extensive a monopoly. 








LEGAL NOTES FOR THE WEEK. 


(The notes of cases under this heading are supplied by the gentlemen 
who report for the Weekly Reporter in the several courts, } 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 


April 13. 

Ex PARTE Fieip; IN rE Parkin.—This was an appeal 
from an order of Mr. West, the Commissioner in Bankruptcy at 
Leeds, granting the bankrupt Parkin an immediate order of dis- 
charge. The appeal was presented by trade creditors of the 
a la upon the greund that proper accounts had never been 
file 








Reed, for the appellants, contended that there were circum- 
stances of great suspicion, inasmuch as the largest creditor was 
the bankrupt’s father-in-law, who held a bill of sale of the 
bankrupt’s furniture as security for alleged advances of money, 
and the creditors’ yor was in point of fact chosen by him in 
opposition to the wish of all the trade creditors. There were 
also transactions with reference to some other bills of sale which 
required explanation. The accounts which had been furnished 
were merely what was called the ten days’ accounts. 

Bunting, for the bankrupt, in opposition. 

The Loxp CHANCELLOR directed the order of discharge to be 
suspended, and the accounts asked for to be furnished. The 
costs to be reserved, with liberty to apply when the accounts 
were filed. 

Solicitors, Ashurst, Morris, § Co. ; Stuart §& Massey. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
March 2; April 17. ° 
Re Drew’s Estate. MAson’s CLAIM. 
This was an application under the Land Registry Act, 
25 & 26 Vict. c. 53, #, 16. 
* Adopting the d proportions as above given, if every first- 











class passenger were charged 4s., leaving the second-class to pay 
bs. ‘a a thi r should be conveyed 108 miles: for 
the present Parl 


rd-Class passen 


46. 1044, or a little more than tary Fares. 
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Mr. Drew having applied for the registration of his 
title to certain lands, Mr. Mason opposed the registra- 
tion as indefeasible, on the ground that he claimed an 
equitable charge on part of the said lands. 

Such charge was claimed by virtue of an inartificially 
drawn deed, in which there was a proviso that Mr. Drew 
should bear part of the expense of repairing a highway; 
and it was doubtful whether this expense was personal 
to Mr. Drew or charged on the land. 

It appeared that on the 1st August, 1863, Drew had 
sold to Mason two houses immediately adjoining those 
whose title was now in question, and by an indenture of 
8rd August, 1863, Drew had entered into a covenant for 
himself, his heirs, executors, and administrators, to keep 
a road passing by the said two houses in repair, and, on 
his failure to keep such road in repair, to indemnify 
Mason against any money he might properly expend on 
the road until it should be taken to by the parish or 
other properly-constituted authority. And it was further 
provided that “in addition to the said covenant it was 
intended that the costs of such repair should, in the 
meantime, and until such road should be taken to, be 
considered a charge in law and in equity on the owners 
from time to time of the said two houses.” 

The Registrar being of opinion that there was no lien 
on the land, but only a personal liability, refused to enter 
any notice of the claim on the record of title. 

Fry, for the claimant, contended that the words ought 
to be interpreted as constituting a charge on the land, 
and that the registration of the title ought to be made 
subject thereto: Rve v. Franmer, Willes 682. 

This charge was intended to run with the land, and 
ought to be noticed on the register of title. 

April 17.—His Lordship said these appeals were 
brought before the Court in a most inconvenient shape, 
being for the most part ex parte statements, as the 
Registrar could not appear to support his own decision.* 


As to this particular case he considered that the Regis- | 


trar was right, the covenant was altogether personal, and 
not a burden attaching on the land, and it ought nof to 
be noticed on the register as a charge on Mr. Drew’s 
title. 

March 15; April 17. 


Lype v. THe Eastern BENGAL Rattway CoMPany.— 1 


Company—Deed of settlement—Application to Parliament for 
extension of powers.—The above-mentioned company was incor- 
porated by an Act of Parliament in 1857 for the purpose of 
making a railway from Calcutta to Dacca. 

The Act of Incorporation gave the company power to “ make, 
maintain, regulate, work, and use, the Eastern Bengal Railway 
Company as now proposed, or any railway in India, wholly or 
partly, in lieu thereof, and any extensions of, and branches from, 
the same, and any works and conveniencies connected therewith, 
including all requisite ferries and connections by means of float- 
ing bridges, or otherwise, across rivers and waters, and other 
means of communication, by water and telegraphs.” 

The railway had been formed from Calcutta to Kooshtee only, 
a distance of about one hundred miles, or about half way to 
Dacca. . 

In 1865 the company began running river steamers from 
Kooshtee to Assam, which is out of the direct line to Dacca. 

The plaintiffs contended that the running of river steamers 

was not within the objects of the company, as contemplated by 
the Act. And the first object of the bill was to restrain the 
company from chartering, hiring, or employing, any steamboat 
or the conveyance of goods or passengers beyond the limits of 
the railway, or otherwise than for the dond side purpose of works 
or conveniences connected with the railway, including ferries 
and connections by means of floating bridges or otherwise, across 
rivers and waters, and other means of communication by water. 

The deed of settlement of the company was executed on the 
1st of February, 1858, and the second article was as follows :— 
“The directors shall have the fullest power from time to time, 
at their discretion, to apply to Parliament for an Act or Acts 
tor conferring on the my all such powers for extending the 
undertaking, increasing the capital, and borrowing money, and 
all such other powers for any other purposes, incident, or ac- 
cessory, to any of the p s of the undertaking as the 
directors from time to time think fit, and may take all such mea- 
sures in that behalf as thoy think fit, and may procure the intro- 
duction into any such Act of all such provisions for any p 
whatsoever in any way relating to the undertaking as thoy think 

* I¢ appears to us that the party seeking registration ought to 
appear #0 restos the claim.—Ep, ie "i vies “— 





fit, and may assent to the introduction into any such Act of any 
provisions required by Parliament, and may in all other respects 
act in and about any and every such application to Parliament 
as if the directors were absolutely ae exclusively in’ 

in the undertaking.” 

The directors were now intending to apply to Parliament for 
powers to run steamers beyond the terminus of railway for- 
the time being, and open and work mines and quarries, and deal 
in timber, and open banks, and establish provident institutions. 
for the benefit of their officers, servants, and workmen, in India.. 

The plaintiffs contended that this was in fact an ication to. 
alter entirely the scope of the undertaking, and that the directors. 
ought to be restrained from employing funds which had been 
subscribed for the purpose of making a railway in soliciting 
powers to do things altogether different. 

The sécond object of the bill was to restrain the directors from 
appropriating the funds of the company in support of any appli- 
cation to Parliament for any purpose not within the purposes of 
the original undertaking, or not being incident or accessory to 
any of the purposes of the undertaking. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Swanston, for the plaintiff.—We cannot 
ev the directors from making this application to Parliament, 

ut they may not apply the shareholders’ funds for a 
They referred to Colman v. Eastern Counties Railway pany, 
10 Beav. 1; Cunliffv. Manchester and Bolton Canal Company, 
2 Russ. & My. 480; Parker v. River Dunn Navigation Com- 
pany, 1 De. G. & 8.192; Vance v. East Lancashire Railway, 
3K. &J.55; Great Western Railway Company v. Rushout, 
5 De. G. & S. 290. The running river steamers is not within the 
scope of the ae caprane: . nor are any of the objects for which 
powers are to be sought from Parliament. 

Sir Hugh Cairns, Q.C., Baggallay, Q.C., and Macnaghten 
for the defendants.—The running of river steamers is a bond 
extension of the undertaking; and the other powers for which 
application is to be made are subservient to the proper working 
of the company. Many things may be incidental to the opera- 
— < a railway company in India which might not be so in 

ngland. 

Southgate, Q.C., in reply.—This is an English com , and 
the Act of Parliament ond tad of settlement must be pes oor 
on ordinary prniciples. 

April 17.—His Lordship said the general principle is well 
settled that a company established for one purpose cannot, against 
the wish of a dissentient minority, however small, to 
carry on another different undertaking, or employ the funds of 
the shareholders in any application to Parliament for such a 
p . The defendants do not dispute this principle, but rely 
on the words of their Act of Incorporation and of their deed of 
“ie hile * bove quoted, his Lordshi 

er reading the ges above quo ip pro- 
ceeded as follows :—The plaintiff phos to restrain the defen- 
dants from two things: first, from running steamboats ; secondly, 
from applying to Parliament for an extension of the company’s 

wers. 

* to the first of these points, I think that the running of 
steamboats in the manner contemplated by the company is not 
authorised by the words of the Act of Incorporation. The words 
“other means of communication by water or otherwise”’ must 
refer to acts eyusdem generis with those mentioned immediately 
before, viz., ferries and floating brid, But, considering the 
uncertainty of the evidence as to the nature of the country 
through which the steamers ply, and also the detriment to the 
public convenience which would ensue if I were to stop the 
traffic of the company entirely, I shall, for the reasons stated in 
Rigby v. Great Western ioe 2 Phil. 44, decline to make 
an interim order on this point ; and indeed the decision I have 
come to on the second point would make any such order prac- 
tically useless. For I consider that the words of the deed of 
settlement distinctly authorize such an application to Parliament 
as is contemplated by the company; and, however unusual and 
unprecedented such an authority may be considered, I cannot 
disregard the clear words of that deed. Whether such a power 
be dangerous or not, the shareholders have embarked in the 
undertaking with full notice of it, and cannot now complain of 
its exercise. Their only mode of resisting is at a general meet- 
ing of the company, or before Parliament. The result of the 
application to Parliament will decide the point of the power to 
run steamboats. 

The motion must be refused; the costs to be costs in the 


cause. 
Solicitors, Graham § Lyde ; Uptons, Johnson, § Upton. 
March 14, 15 ; April 19. 


Cocks v. RoMAtns.—Jnyunction—Light and air—Damage— 
Delay.—The plaintiff was lessee under a lease dated in August, 
1860, of No, 88, Chancery-lane; the defendant was equitable 
tenant for life of No. 87, In the summer of 1863 the t 
began to _ down his house and erect other buildings on the 
site, which the plaintiff alleged encroached upon his premises 


and interfered with his light and air. 


In August, 1863, the plaintiff filed his origi dill for, and 
obtained, an interlocutory injunction against the defendant, and 
& motion to dissolve the injunction was refused on 22nd Qotober, 
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1863. The defendant sepenied to the Lords Justices, who, dis- 
solved the injunction, without prejudice to any question, on the 
defendant giving an undertaking to pull down any buildings 
that might be erected which the Court on the hearing of the 
cause should consider ought to be removed. 

The buildings of the defendant were not finished till October, 
1864, when the plaintiff, as he asserted, would have moved for a 
decree, but for the circumstance that the defendants had in the 
meantime so altered their plans as to give the plaintiffs some- 
what more light than would have been given by the original plan. 

On the 22nd December, 1864, the defendant’s house was taken 
by a new tenant, so that no damage was incurred, as the plain- 
tiff asserted, by the defendant, owing to the plaintiff's delay in 
prosecuting the suit. 

Jessel, Q.C., and Ince, for the plaintiff.—Clarke v. Clark, 
1 L. R. Ap. 16, 14 W. R. 115, shows that the real ques- 
tion in these cases of light amd air is whether material 
injury has been done, and we have evidence to show that 
tenants have, since the alteration of the defendant’s’ house, 
left the plaintiff's premises ‘in consequence of the loss 
of light, and that the premises are thus deteriorated in 
value. As regards the plaintiff's delay in bringing the suit to a 
hearing, it was caused by the defendant’s own act in altering his 
plans, so that the plaintiff was obliged to wait some time in 
order fairly to test the damage done to the premises, and the de- 
fendant might at any time since his alterations have moved to 
dissolve the injunction for want of prosecution, and as he has not 
done so, he has acquiesced in the justice of our claim. And they 
referred on this point to Johnson v. Wyatt, 11 W. R. 85, 12 
W. R. 234; Stokes v. City Offices Company, 13 W. R. 537. The 
Court has power to award damages in substitution for a manda- 
2 injunction: Cotton v. Wylde, 32 Beav. 266; Johnson v. 

att, loc. cit. 


elwyn, Q.C., and Roupell, for the defendant, said that the 
Lords Justices had left the whole question open to be argued 
upon the merits, and contended that the original injunction had 
been obtained by the plaintiffs upon false suggestions and evi- 
dence which could not be supported. They denied that the de- 
fendant’s building had encroached upon the plaintift’s premises ; 
and, on the question of light and air, they cited Attorney- 
General v. Nichol, 16 Ves. 375; Smith v. Owen, 14 W. R. 422; 
Robson v. Whittingham, 14 W. R. 291. 

Jessel, Q.C., in reply, cited Johnson v. Wyatt (loc. cit.) ; and 
contended that even if the Court refused to grant an injunction 
on the ground that extreme damage had not been sustained, yet 
that the Court was bound by Rolt’s Act to consider the question 
of damages where material injury had been sustained. 

April 19.—His Lordship, after referring to the modifications 
in the defendant’s plans since the decree of the Lords Justices, 
said that the plaintiff could not now, after so long a time, make 
the defendants pull down the buildings they had erected. All 
he could ask was damages for the injury sustained, such as he 
would be entitled to at common law, but considering the in- 
convenience caused to the defendant by the long delay of plain- 
tiff in bringing the cause to a hearing, he considered he should 
best do justice by setting off such damages as he would be en- 
titled to recover in respect of the diminution of light against 
those which had been caused by such delay. Accordingly the 
bill would be dismissed without costs. 

Solicitor for plaintiff, Z. R. Edwards. 

April 19. 
OVERMAN v. OVERMAN. 
Circumstances under which a defendant may revive and 
obtain the conduct of a suit. 

This was a motion on behalf of a defendant in an ad- 
ministration suit to revive the suit and have the conduct 
of it. The plaintiffs had executed an assignment for the 
benefit of their creditors, and the defendant, who now 
moved to revive, had served notice on the assignees under 
the deed, as representing the plaintiff, that unless they 
took steps to revive the suit, he would move to do so, 
The rights of the defendant under the decree were ad- 
mitted by all parties, 

Chitty, for the motion—We have given notice, on 
February 22, to the assignees, who stand in the place of 
the plaintiffs, that unless they took steps to revive the 
cause we should take steps to revive the suit and prose- 
cute the decree. Our claim is uncontested. A similar 
order was made in the case before your lordship of Noble 
v. Stow, 30 Beay. 512, 10 W. R. 188. 

His Lordship made the order. 

Solicitors, Hudson 5° Matthews. 


VICE-CHANCELLOR KINDERSLEY. 
April 16, 17. 
Brae v. Hooper. 
Martineaw applied for the assignment of a solicitor as guardian 
toa defendapt in the suit, who had become lunatic, as none of 





the rest of the family would accept the office, the suit being an 
extremely hostile one. There was an affidavit of John Able 
Hicks, who had for two years attended the lunatic as his medical 
adviser, and he deposed that he was afflicted with suffering of the 
brain, and Ssieneiia of understanding a bill in chancery. iin 
an - 


KInvErRSLEY, V.C., thought that there should also 
davit by some relation. . an’ 

April 17.—Martineau this morning produced the requisite affi- 
davit. 


KrnpERsLEy, V.C., made the order. 
April 19. 

GREENWOOD v. GREENWOOD.—This case ‘relates to property 
in New Zealand, particularly at the Komotinean station, and the 
suit was instituted against nag Oates Greenwood by the rest 
of the family to set aside certain deeds of compromise; and a de- 
cree was obtained with certain modifications, and that was, in 
substance, affirmed on appeal. Subsequently the defendant had 
gone to New Zealand, and an application was made for a sale, 
and the matter stood over, but eventually a sale was arranged. 
A question of costs then arose, some imputations having been 
contained in the affidavits filed. . 

Baily, Q.C., Glasse, Q.C., Fischer, Hardy, Shee, and Wickens, 
ap) ared for the several parties. 

INDERSLEY, V.C., thought that £5 would be a fair sum to 
put the costs at. The arranged order was then taken, 





VICE-CHANCELLOR STUART. 
March 23. 

JOHNSTONE v. HAMILTON AND OTHERS, 
Will—Secret trust— Void bequest of leaseholds—Costs of 
suit. 

W. Brownly, by his will gave, devised, and bequeathed 
certain real, leasehold, and personal property to the plain- 
tiff and defendants, who were members of the council of 
a Presbyterian college for the training of young men for 
the office of the ministry, Some time previous to the 
execution of his will the testator communicated to the 
defendants his desire to devote some portion of his pro- 
perty to the purposes of the college. The plaintiff and 
defendants were appointed executors to the will. The 
present bill had been filed that the rights of all parties, 
with reference to the real and leasehold estates, might be 
ascertained, and a decree had been made establishing the 
right of the Crown to the leasehold estates. 

The question now was as to costs. 

Malins, Q.C., and J. Napier Higgins, for the plaintiff. 

Craig, Q.C., and R. Potter, for the defendants, now - 
contended that as this was not an ordinary administra- 
tion suit, but one instituted ea mero motu by those who 
might have been silent, the ordinary rule as to costs 
should not be followed, but that they should be charged 
on the leasehold estates, 

Wickens, for the Crown, contra.—There was no case 
that, to his knowledge, justified such a contention, 

The Vice-Chancellor.—I cannot entertain the notion 
that the personal estate is to be exonerated from its share 
of the costs, 

Solicitors for the executors, Harrison 5: Lewis, 

Solicitors for the Crown, Raven J Bradley. 


April 17. 

MeErest ’. MurrAy.—This was a motion for an interim in- 
junction to restrain certain defendants from selling, or offering 
for sale, mortgaging, or otherwise dealing with, or disposing of, 
the advowson of Dorsington, in the county of Gloucester, until 
the hearing of the cause or further order ; also from enforcing a 
judgment at law obtained in respect of the same premises. 

The defendants were assignees of a mortgagee and trustee, 
with power of sale, who had renounced the trust in their favour, 
and the facts showed an intention on the part of the defendants 
to commit a breach of trust. ‘The date of the mortgage security 
was Ist July, 1865, and contained a power to sell without notice 
provided default should be made in payment of the rincipal 
money and interest at the ee ape of six months. ‘The day 
of sale had been fixed for the 18th instant. 

Tht Vice-Chancellor held that the facts disclosed an undue 
pressure on the mortgagor, and granted the injunction asked. 

Malins, Q.C., and O. Morgan, for the plaintiff. 

Greene, Q.C., and Cutler, for the original trustee. 

Wickens for other defendants.* 

‘ ai Dyne § Harvey ; Vallance § Vallance; Stephens § 
‘mith, 





* All the other causes in the list being either undefended or the 
parties not appearing, the Court rose early. 
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April 18. 

Drewitt v. YATES.—This was a suit for a perpetual injunc- 
tion to restrain the defendant from continuing an action of 
ejectment against the plaintiff, in ee of certain premises in 
the parish of St. Anns, Lewes. The defendant was in possession 
under an agreement and lease, the validity of which the Vice- 
Chancellor held to be clear, and the defendant was a mortgagee 
of the lessor, and clothed with the legal estate. 

Malins, Q.C., and E. Jones, for the plaintiff. 

Bacon, Q.C., and Brown, for the defendant. 

The Vice-Chancellor held the plaintiff's title to be clear, and 
the defendant’s case inadmissible. 


Rives v. Rrves.—Kekewich moved for an order to direct 
the transfer of £10,000 Consols into the names of the trustees 
of the will of a gentleman formerly resident at Washington. 
During the civil war in that country the trustees had remitted 
the money for investment in this country, but, owing to some 
error on the part of their agents, the Consols had been purchased 
in the names of their cesteux que trustent. 

Hawkins, for the infant cesteux que trustent, did not oppose. 

Order made as asked. 


Hat v. Lonpon CHATHAM AND Dover RarLtway Com- 
PANY.—This was a bill for specific —— of a contract for 
the purchase of certain lands taken by the company, and praying 
the payment of the purchase-money into court. 

The only point in the case was as to whether the money 
should be sail fs under the provisions of the 69th section of the 
Lands Clauses Act or otherwise. 

His Honour ordered the money to be paid in both in the suit 
and under the provisions of the Act. 

Malins, Q.C., and Fry, for the plaintiff. 

Kekewich for the defendants. 

Solicitors, Freshfields § Newman. 





VICE-CHANCELLOR WOOD. 
March 20, 
STEELE v. STUART. 
Equitable assignment—Notice—Common partner of two 
Sirms. 

Where consignees of goods, instead of remitting the 
proceeds of sale to the agents of the consignor, send them, 
unknown to the consignor, to another firm, a member of 
which is also one of the firm of the consignor’s agents, the 
jirm to whom the money was improperly remitted took it 
with notice of its appropriation to particular purposes. 


The facts of this case, which have already been re- 
ported (12 W. R. 247), are as follows:— 

The plaintiff in this suit was a soap manufacturer at 
Liverpool. The defendants, Alexander Stuart and Robert 
Towns, were merchants at Sydney, trading under the 
name of Towns & Co. The defendants, Thomas Mitchell 
Staig and Joseph Gordon Stuart, carried on business at 
Kirkaldy under the style of Staig & Stuart; and Joseph 
Gordon Stuart also carried on business as a banker, in 
London, with the defendant James Stuart, under the 
style of Stuart Brothers. The plaintiff was in the habit 
of consigning soap to Towns & Co., with instructions to 
sell on his account, and remit the proceeds to Staig & 
Stuart. He at the same time advised Staig & Stuart of 
the consignments, and from time to time he or they drew 
bills against the shipments. Staig & Stuart discounted 
these bilis when accepted, and remitted the proceeds to 
the plaintiff as advances on account of the consignments. 
The proceeds of the sales were from time to time sent 
home by Towns & Co. to be applied in accordance with 
the terms of an agreement to that effect between the 
plaintiff and Staig & Stuart, with the privity of Towns 
& Co., in repayment of the advances made by Staig & 
Stuart, and in meeting the bills as they came due; and 
the surplus, if any, was to be handed over to the plaintiff. 
At the request of Staig & Stuart, but without the know- 
ledge of the plaintiff, Towns & Co. remitted the proceeds 
of sale of certain consignments of soap made to them in 
1860 to Stuart Brothers, Staig « Stuart suspended pay- 
ment in 1861, and Stuart Brothers then retained the 
moneys so remitted to them in satisfaction of a debt due 
to themselves from Staig & Stuart. 

The bill prayed a declaration that the proceeds of sale 
were effectually appropriated in equity to meet the bills 
drawn or accepted by the plaintiff by way of advance 





thereon, and discounted by Staig & Stuart, and an ac- 
count of moneys which the plaintiff ought to receive 
from Stuart Brothers. 

An order for service of the bill on defendants, Staig 
and Joseph Gordon Stuart, at Kirkaldy, out of the juris- 
diction, had been discharged (12 W. R. 247). 

W. M. James, Y.C., and Druce, for the plaintiff.—The 
notice of the trust alluding to the remittances, which 
Joseph Gordon Stuart had asa member of the firm of 
Staig & Stuart, was notice to the firm of Stuart Brothers 
in consequence of his being a member of both firms: 
Jacand v. French, 12 East. 317; Porthouse v. Parker, 1 
Camp. 82; Powles v. Page, 3 C. B. 16. The money was 
ear-marked, as being the proceeds of the sales, and we 
have proved the appropriation. 

Rolt, 9.C., and Freeling, for James Stuart.—Staig & 
Stuart had a lien on the remittances, as they were to — 
take up the bills at any rate, and to rely on the remit- 
tances as a sccurity for the money advanced by them. 
They became the actual owners of the money the moment 
it was depatched from Australia to repay the advances 
made by them to meet the bills: Jombart v. Woollett, 
2 My. & Cr. 389, 

Bagshawe, for Towns & Co., asked for his costs. 

Woop, V.C., said the contract was an exceedingly 
simple one, viz., that the balance received from Australia 
should be paid to Staig & Stuart in liquidation of their 
debt. Whether in liquidation of an old debt or not the 
suplus was a pledge. Stuart Brothers had notice of this 
as well as Staig & Stuart. Having notice that Staig & 
Stuart were bound to apply the money in a particular 
manner, Stuart Brothers took it as a pledge. This is like 
the case of having so much money in a bag for a specific 
purpose, which could not be taken by assignees in bank- 
ruptey. If you transfer simply to persons who had full 
notice, they must do as you would have had to do. 

Towns & Co. should not have been brought here, but 
having by his answer set up a claim in respect of a sum 
of £98 due from them, they could not have their costs; 
but they must pay none. 

His Honour then pronounced the decree, which con- 
tained a declaration to the effect that the remittances in 
question were sufficiently appropriated, and that Stuart 
Brothers took them with notice of the appropriation, and 
were liable to make good the amount received by them 
after deducting any advances made by Staig & Stuart to 
the plaintiff, with interest, and he decreed corresponding 
accounts, 

Solicitors— Marshall § Roberts, for the plaintiff; Wilde, 
Rees, Humphry, § Wilde, for Alexander Stuart; Simpson, 
Roberts, § Simpson, for James Stuart. 

March 23. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. RICHMOND. 

This was an information at the relation of inhabitants 
of the parish of Tottenham, to restrain the highway board 
of the parish of Hornsey from polluting the stream 
Moselle in its flow through the parish of Tottenham, by al- 
lowing the sewage of the parish of Hornsey to flow into the 
stream. The defence was that the defendants (who for 
this purpose might be treated as a local board of health) 
are an annually elected body, and that the mischief com- 
plained of was created many years ago by their prede- 
cessors, who constructed a general system of drainzge for 
their parish, with a large sewer having its outfall into 
the Moselle. There was also a bill by the clerk of the 
Tottenham Local Board of Health. 

Rolt, Q.C., and Kay, appeared for the information and 
bill 


W. M. James, Q.C., and Lindley, for the defendants, 

Woop, V.C., said that it did not follow that because, 
prior to the new system of drainage being constructed, 
individual drains passed into the stream, a body such 
as the defendants had a right to collect the whole mass 
of drainage and pour it bodily by a great sewer into the 
stream. The present state of affairs was admitted by the 
defendants to be a nuisance. 
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Difficulty arose, however, from the singular legal status 
of the defendants, and from the facts that under their 
Acts it appeared they had power to construct a sewer, 
but no power to close it again. He could not order the 
drains which already existed to be shut up, but he should 
restrain the defendants from making, or permitting to be 
made, any new drain communicating with the said new 
system of drainage and having an outfall into the stream 
Moselle. The nuisance had been in existence for some 
years, and an information ought to have been filed before: 
He should, therefore, not make any order as to cosis. 
The bill was unnecessary. The plaintiff was only injured 
as one of the public, and was sufficiently represented by 
the informant; but as the costs of the information and 
bill were practically indivisible, he should dismiss the 
bill without costs. 


March 21,22; April 17. 

Lewer ¢. Ear or SHAFTESBURY.—The bill alleged that an 
agreement had been entered into between the plaintiff, Edward 
Lewer, and Mr. Waters (the late agent of the Earl for the 
management of his estates) for a lease to the said plaintiff of two 
farms called ‘ Horton Manor ”’ and ‘ Woodlands,” in the county 
of Dorset, for a term of 21 years from Michaelmas, 1858. The 
plaintiff, E. Lewer, took possession of the farms, and alleged 
that he expended large sums of money on the faith of the Earl 

orming his part of the alleged agreement, and granting a 
ease in pursuance thereof. The plaintiff occupied the farms till 
1855, and paid rent, but no lease was ever granted to him. Dis- 
putes arose as to the annual sum to be paid in respect of interest 
on the drainage expenditure. Finally, the plaintiffs were served 
with notice to quit, and the Earl commenced an action of eject- 
ment for arrears of rent and interest. The plaintiff thereupon 
instituted this suit for specific performnace of the alleged agree- 
ment for lease. 

The case made by the bill was totally denied by the answer. 

Rolt, Q.C., and E. E. Kay, for the plaintiff. 

Sir R. Palmer, A.G., Sir H. Cairns, Q.C., and Speed, for the 
defendant, were not called upon. 

Woop, V.C., dismissed the bill with costs. 

Solicitors, Lorell & Co. ; Baxter, Rose, § Norton. 

April 17. 

Ciark v. Cock.—This was a suit instituted by a cestui que 
trust against his trustees for the purpose of recovering certain 
moneys paid to them by a purchaser from them under a power of 

le. The money had been paid by the trustees to their solicitor, 
who had absconded, taking the money with Lim. 

W. R. A. Boyle for the plaintiff. 

Wilcock; Q.C., and Roxburgh, for the defendants. 

Woop, V.C., decreed re-payment of the money with interest 
at 4 per cent. 

April 17, 18. 

Tuomas v. Myrrs.—Suit by the vicar and churchwardens of the 
rish of Allhallows, Barking, to restrain the defendants, Messrs. 
{yers, from disturbing the soilof the churchyard, and from exca- 
vating under the wall of thechurchyard and disturbing the remains 
of the bodies of persons buried there, and from proceeding with 
the erection of a certain warchouse to a greater elevation than 
forty-three feet above the level of the churchyard. The defen- 
dants in making excavations for the vaults of the warehouse, had 
thrown down part of the churchyard wall and laid bare the 
churchyard, thereby exposing the coffins and bones therein. It 
was also alleged that the height of the proposed warehouse would 

seriously obstruct the access of light to the church. 

Giffard, Q.C., and W. W. Mackeson, for the plaintiffs. 
Pony 0.0, Daniel, Q.C., and W. D. Gardiner, for the defen- 

nts 


After the case had proceeded some way, it a ed that an 
arrangement was likely to be come to, ont His Honour directed 
that it should be mentioned again. 

On the afternoon of the 18th April the case was mentioned, 
when a decree was made by consent that the bill should be dis- 
missed on the terms of the arrangement which had been come to 
between the parties. 

Solicitors, W. H. Withall ; Turner, Smith, & De Gez. 


April 18. 

Sparnow v. Ewinc.—The plaintiff in this suit was an under- 
writer employed by the defendants, who were insurance brokers 
at Liverpool. The bill sought a declaration of a partnership 
between the plaintiff and defendants in certain adventures in 
pursuance of an agreement alleged in the bill, with the conse- 
quential account, &c. 

W. M. James, Q.U., and E. E, Kay, for the plaintiff. 

North tor the defendants. 

Woon, V.C., made a decree, with the consent of the defen- 
dants, slightly varied from the terms of the prayer of the bill. 


Surrn v. Ravven.—Demurrer to a bill seeking specific per- 





formance of an alleged parol agreement, of which part peform- 
ance was alleged. 

Giffard, Q.C., and E. Macnaghten, in support of the de- 
murrer. 

Rolt, Q.€., and Lindley, for the plaintiff. 

Woop, V.C., overruled the demurrer on the ground that ia 
the present case it was necessary in the first instance to have 
complete evidence of the circumstances attending the alleged 
agreement. 





COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
April 16. 

Russet v. Nocx.—Tried at Stafford, before Picort, B. 

Powell, Q.C., applied for a rule nisi for a new trial. 

Postponed for opinion of the judge. 

Luoyp v. Jackson.—Joshua Williams, Q.C., obtained a rule 
nist for a trial. 

Harnis v. WooLer.—Tried before KEatine, J., at Leeds. 

Field, Q.C., obtained a rule nisi to enter verdict for the plain- 
tiff for £333. 


Gam v. THE CorporRATION OF HALIFAX. IN THE MATTER 
OF AN ENQUIRY BEFORE THE SHERIFF OF HALIFAX.— Woollett 
obtained a rule nist for a certiorari to remove the proceedings 
from the Sheriff’s Court of Halifax, with a view to set aside the 
verdict. 

Wi1son v. Peat.—Tried at Liverpool, before Lusx, J. 

Quain obtained a rule nisi to reduce the verdict entered for the 
plaintiff, or to set it aside and enter a nonsuit. 

CANNON v. CALVERT.—Tried before MELLOR, J.,gat West- 
minster on the 17th April. ‘ 

T. Jones moved, pursuant to leave reserved, to set aside the 
verdict for the plaintiff and enter it for the defendant. 

Rule nisi. 

InGRram v. HemMine.—Action on a promissory note tried at 
Guildhall on the 22nd February, before the Lorp CHIEF 
JUSTICE. 

Bovill, Q.C., moved to set aside the verdict for the plaintiff 
and enter it for the defendant. 

Rule nisi. 


REIN v. LANE AND OTHERS,—Tried at Guildhall before the 
Lorp CHIEF JUSTICE. 

E. James, Q.C., moved, pursuant to leaye reserved, to set 
aside the verdict for the plaintiff and enter a nonsuit. 

Rule nisi. 


KNATCHBULL v. WICKS AND ANOTHER.—Triedfat Maidstone 
before Ente, C.J. 

Denman, Q.C. (Francis with him), moved to set aside the 
verdict for the defendant and for a new trial. 

Rule nisi. 


BRANSON AND ANOTHER v. GovGH.—Tried at Lewes before 
the Lorp Curer Baron. 

yeas Q.C., moved to set aside the nonsuit and for a new 
trial. 

Rule nisi. 

Ex PARTE THE EARL oF ZETLAND AND OTHERS.—WMellish 
moved fora rule calling on the Home Secretary to show cause 
why a certiorari should not issue to bring up a certificate of 
justices constituting the river Tees a fishery district under the 
Salmon Fishery Act, 1864, for the purpose of quashing the same. 

Rule nisi. 

CARMICHAEL v. MircnuEeLi.—Tried at Maidstone before 
ERtxgE, C.J. 

Parry, Serjt., moved to set aside the verdict for the plaintiff, 
and for a new trial on the ground that the verdict was against 
the weight of evidence. 

Rule refused. 

Zorn v. SuTTON.—Tried at Guildhall before SuEr, J. 

Verdict for the plaintiff. 

Brown, Q.C., moved for a new trial. 

Rule refused. 

Luoyp v. Jonzs.—Tried at Swansea before BLACKBURN, J. 

Verdict for the defendant, 

Giffard, Q.C., moved for a new trial on the ground that the 
verdict was against the weight of evidence, and that certain 
remarks of the learned judge who tried the cause, after the j 
were sworn, and before the case was proceeded with, were cal- 
culated to pre udice the case. 

Rule refused. 

In xe Tur Sunpumwor Benzrit Sociwry.—Besley moved 
for a rule for a mandamus to the justices of Kent, calling on them 
to state a case for the opinion of the Court uader 20 & 21 Vict. 
c. 43, 

Rule nisi. 





COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
April 16, 
Lockwoop v, BUCKENHAM. 
O'Malley, Q.C., moved for a rule to set aside the 
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verdict found for the plaintiff, and for a new trial on the 
ground of misconduct on the part of the jury. 

The action came on for trial, at the last assizes at 
Norwich, before Cockburn, C.J.,on the 27th of March, 
and the case was not concluded when the Court rose on 
that day. The Chief Justice was taken ill and did not 
sit again till the 31st, when the case was tried out before 
the same jury, who found a verdict for the plaintiff for 
£10. The affidavits on which the motion was made 
stated, that one of the jurors, on the 28th of March, said 
to a friend in a railway carriage that they must give a 
verdict for the plaintiff, because he had treated them so 
handsomely; and that the same juror was seen speaking 
to the plaintiff at Norwich, just before the case was re- 
sumed on the 31st, and that he then said, “ Never fear; it 
is all right;” and that a similar expression was made 
use of by the foreman. 

The jury deliberated along time before giving their 
verdict, 

The Court refused the rule, observing that there was 
no suggestion of any substantial failure of right, and 
that they ought to be very cautious how they disturbed a 
verdict on such grounds, 

Rule refused. 


Mornuis v. JonEs.—This was an action on a policy of insur- 
ance on the Atlantic telegraph cable for a total loss, i which a 
verdict was taken for the plaintiff by consent. The case was 
identical with that of Wilson v. Jones, 14 W. R. 499, 1 L. R. 
Exch. 193. 

Brett, Q.C., obtained a rule, pursuant to leave reserved, to 
enter the verdict for the defendant. 

CamPaIN v. Luck.—This was an action for the infringement of 
a patent for a machine used in raising hay, &c., from the ground 
to the top of a stack. 

Grove, Q.C., obtained a rule pursuant to leave reserved to set 
aside the verdict found for the plaintiff, and to enter it for the de- 
fendant, or for a new trial, on the ground that the verdict was 
against the weight of evidence. 

NEwrTOoN ». GALE.—This was an action of ejectment, tried 
a cue B., at Exeter, when a verdict was found for the 
plaintiff. 

Kingdon now obtained a rule, pursuant to leave reserved, te 
euter a nonsuit or a verdict for the defendant. 

Gites v. Watkins.—This was an action brought in the 
Ludlow County Court. At the trial the case was only part heard 
on the first day and adjourned, and the jury was discharged ; on 
the next county court day, although the defendant refused to ap- 

ar, the case was tried by a new jury, the old jury not having 

m re-summoned, and a verdict was found for the plaintiff. 
The defendant then obtained from a judge at chambers a writ of 
prohibition which had been served. 

Gray, Q.C., now obtained a rule on the part of the plaintiff to 
set aside the writ of prohibition. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
April 12. ms 
(Before Mr. Commissioner be gi tomar 

In RE D. B. SmitH.—This was an adjourned sitting for 
examination and discharge. Mr. Smith was an attorney at 
Windsor, and he applied to the Court upon his own petition. 

Sykes (solicitor) appeared for the official assignee; Brook 
(solicitor) for the bankrupt ; Seaman (solicitor) for an opposing 
creditor. 

The bankrupt was formerly in partnership with his father 
under the firm of Smith & Son; and the opposing creditor, a 
widow lady, was a creditor in respect of money lent. It ap- 
peared that the advance was made so long as fourteen years 
since. ‘The bankrupt’s father had since died, and the bankrupt 
denied that any portion of the money had come into his hands, 

It was submitted on the bankrupt’s behalf that no offence had 
been committed under the statute. The accounts filed under the 
bankruptcy have already been published. 

His Honour was not satisfied that any statutory offence had 
been committed, and accordingly granted the desired order of 


discharge. 
April 18. 


(Before Mr. Commissioner Ho.royp.) 
Re FREDERICK ROBERT GILDER. 

This was a rule calling upon the trustee of the above 
debtor, who had executed a deed of assignment in 1864, 
to show cause why he should not pay the dividend of 
four shillings in the pound to the Financial Discount 
Company (Limited) upon their debt of £352, 

















The debtor carried on business as a timber merchant, 
of Jeffery’s-square, London. 

The trustee, in showing cause against the rule, stated 
that £4,000 had been received by his solicitor on account 
of the trust, and he had signed a cheque for the dividend 
claimed by the above company. He was surprised that 
the dividend had not been paid. He had left it all to 
his solicitor. 

The solicitor explained that although he had received 
the cheque referred to, he, after it had been signed, dis- 
covered that the amount inserted was excessive. He had 
not paid the cheque to the creditors, but had placed it 
to his own account at his bankers. 

His Honour said the Court had nothing to do at pre- 
sent with the solicitor, but only with the trustee ap- 
pointed by the deed. He should make an order upon the 
latter for the payment, within three days, of the dividend 
due to the company. 

Robertson Griffits, who supported the rule, applied for 
the costs of the application. 

His Honour, in granting the costs, said, although it 
was a hard case upon the trustee, ke felt bound to make 
the order. The company had evidently been compelled 
to come to the court for their dividend.* 


April 19. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN.) 

In RE GEoRGE FREDERICK Drvuce.—This was ap adjourned 
sitting for examination and discharge. 

Munns appeared for the assignees, Reed for creditors, and 
Bagley for the bankrupt. 

Mr. Druce was a solicitor, having offices at 10, Swithin’s- 
lane, and the adjudication against him. was obtained upon the 
petition of a creditor. A statement of accounts returns the 
following items, some of which are rather heavy :—creditors 
unsecured, including those under deed of assignment, £11,720 ; 
ditto holding security under the deed, £157; liabilities under 
deed ofassignment, £23,653 ; and creditors to be paid in full, £57. 
The assets are thus stated :—good and doubtful debts, inclusive of 
those assigned, £9,452; property surrendered to assignees, in- 
cluding property under deed, £11,775 ; property in the hands of 
creditors under deed, £360. 

Munns said that judging by the bankrupts statement, the 
assets were considerable. ie appeared that in December last, 
Mr. Druce executed an ‘assignment of all his effects to trustees 
for the benefit of his creditors, and the deed was registered in the 
usual mode. Some informality existed, or at all events the cre- 
ditors would not come in under the deed, and, a bankruptcy in- 
tervening, the trustees arranged to give up the whole of the 
securities, and to account to the assignees for all the monies 
which they had received. The cee vag who had been ap- 
pointed by a great number of the itors, were afraid that no 
practical good could result from further accounts. 

Reed, for creditors, said that if no good would be derived from 
additional accounts, certainly no harm would be done. The 
bankrupt had been extensively engaged in the promotion of 
public companies, or, as his clients designated them, bubble com- 

ies. 

5 3 Commissioner GoULBURN.—That is a very lucrative em- 
ployment in the eity. 

ed believed it was. At all events his clients were very 
much dissatisfied with the accounts rendered. The bankrupt 
had, it appeared, a house at Brighton, and a very ——— 
establishment in Westminster. Conjointly with Mr. Shield he 
had succeeded in obtaining from Mr. Thorpe, a cash advance of 
£10,000, and a similar sum from the Agra and Masterman’s 
Bank, upon security which proved to be valueless. Shield was 
now a bankrupt in this court. In December, 1864, the bankrupt 
filed an aflidavit in which he swore that he was worth £10, 
in real and personal property after payment of his just debts, but 
in the following months he executed an assignment for the 
benefit of his creditors. The learned counsel asked that the 
bankrupt should be ordered to file certain additional accounts. 

Bagley said that the statement of his friend, if taken uncon- 
tradicted, would form an ample basis for the application for 
further accounts, but unfortunately he laboured under the disad- 
vantage of being misinstructed. The fact was that the bank- 
rupt never received either of the amounts to which reference had 
been made, he having been a mere surety for an advance to Mr. 
Shield. As to the surplus in December, 1864, the bankrupt ad- 
hered substantially to the statement he then made. 

After some further disoussion his Honour made an order 
that the bankrupt should file additional accounts as from January, 
1864. 

* Wo trust that the solicitor in question will be compelled to pay 
these costs and interest on the money, and to withdraw his name 
from the place it so unworthily fills on the roll.—Ep, S. J, 
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COURT OF PROBATE. 
April 17. 
BUSHELL v. BLENKHORN. 

This was atestamentary suit, in which certain issues of 
fact were, by an order of the Court made on February 
13th (14 W. R. 408), directed to be tried before the judge 
of assize at Lancaster. 

At the trial a verdict hed been given for the will. 

Bayford now moved the Court to pronounce for the 
will, and to condemn the defendant in costs, on the 
ground that the whole course of the defendant’s conduct 
in the suit had been to cause delay and embarrassment to 
the plaintiff; that he had not appeared at the trial, nor 
did he appear on the present occasion. 

Sir J. P. WILDE granted the application, and con- 
demned the defendant in costs. 

Attorneys, Norris § Allen. 

RE M. H. OXtey. 

Cohen prayed the Court to hold that John Oxley was 
the person named in the will of M. H. Oxley, in which 
he was described as Charles Swabey Oxley, there being 
also an error as to the parish of which he was the 
incumbent, and the only question was whether the 
designation in the will was sufficient to satisfy the Court 
that the present applicant was the person mentioned 
in it. 

Sir J. P. WILDE said—The description of the party in 
the will has to be applied to external circumstances and 
facts, and if it does not correspond with them, it is 
competent to the Court to reject such parts as may be 
inconsistent. In this will there was an error both in the 
Christian name and in the name of the parish. And the 
question is—Whether, allowing for that mis-description, 
does enough remain to satisfy the Court of the identity 
of the party named? I am satisfied that there is, and I 
accordingly grant the application. 





. COURT OF DIVORCE. 
April 17. 
CoomBs v, COOMBS. 

Wambey, Dr., applied for alimony pendente lite. The 
husband was a broker, having an income of £60 a-year. 
The circumstances on which the husband and wife had 
separated were not stated; but, on their separation, the 
wife received from her husband the sum of £70, which 
was the amount of the fortune she had brought to him on 
her marriage. 

Spinks, Dr., for the husband, opposed the application. 

WILDE, J.0.—Alimony is an ad interim arrangement, 
and whether the wife was right or not in withdrawing 
from her husband is not now in question. The allow- 
ance of alimony is enforced on the grounds of necessity, 
and necessity only; and it is always granted on the 
supposition that the wife has no other means of support, 
either as regards her own subsistence or to carry on the 
suit. In this case I find in the wife’s hands a sum of 
money from which she can be alimented during the 
suit. If she be successful, then that sum will be taken 
into consideration. If she do not succeed, then nothing 
will be done regarding it, I shall make no order at all; 
but I shall insist, in the first instance,on her using up 
the money which she now possesses, reserving to the 
Court the power of afterwards considering the money #0 
expended by her in allotting alimony should she succeed 
in the suit. 





COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (IRELAND). 
(Before Monauan, C.J., Keocu and O’HaGaAN JJ.) 
Is RE CHRISTOPHER SOUTHELY HARRISON. 

Larlow moved on behalf of the Incorporated Law 
Society, that the name of Christopher Southely Harrison 
be struck off the roll of attorneys of her Majesty’s Court 
of Common Pleas. The affidavit stated that in December 
last the party in question was convicted before W. F. 








Brady, Q.C., chairman of the county of Leitrim, for 
stealing a knife, and sentenced to six months’ imprison- 
ment, which he was now undergoing. 

The CHIEF JusTICE.—Have you given notice of this 
application to Harrison ? 

Barlow.—The {usual course is to grant a conditional 
order, which will be served on him; he may then come 
in and show cause if he wishes, 

The CHIEF JusTicE.—Take the order. 


COURTS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
(Before the Lorp CHANCELLOR.) 

April 14.—Ex parte the London and South-Western Bank; 
In ve Watson and Overend.—This was an appeal from an 
order of Mr. Commissioner Goulburn upon a trader debtor's 
summons in reference toa sum of £20,894 11s. 5d. at the 
instance of the London and South-Western Bank against 
John Watson and John Overend, trading as Watson & Co., 
in Bishopsgate-street, the well-known railway contractors 
Watson & Co. had executed a deed for winding-up their 
affairs under inspection, and they met the summons with 
proof of the execution of the deed, and with affidavits that 
they had a good defence on the merits to any action brought 
against them for the alleged debt. On the part of the 
London and South-Western Bank it was urged that the 
deed was not an answer to the trader debtor summons, and 
that as they were non-assenting creditors to the deed, they 
were entitled to proceed against the debtors in bankruptcy 
and upon the action ; and as that was defended on the merits 
they were entitled to have security for costs. The com- 
missioners made an order that a bond for £500 and two 
sureties for £250 each, should be given by the debtors as 
security for costs; and against this order the appeal was 
brought. 

Mr. Daniel, Q.C., was for the appeal. 

Mr. Bacon, Q.C., and Mr. Reed, supported the order. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR said it had been urged by the re- 
spondents that the commissioner in this case only exer- 
cised a discretion which was given him by the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1861, but in his lordship’s opinion this discretion had 
not been rightly exercised. It was his opinion that on the 
face of it the commissioner was bound by the deed, and that 
it was not necessary that security should be given for costs. 
The order would be varied by striking out the part which 
directed such security to be given. 


April 16 and 18.—Zx parte Leighton ; In re Leighton.—The 
question raised in this ae was whether, under the statu- 
tory provisions of the Bankruptcy Act, a clerk in the absence 
of his employer was in charge of books and documents be- 
longing to a person whom it was sought to adjudicate bank- 
rupt, and was bound to produce them at the order of the 
Court. It was contended that such a person could not be 
said to have possession of them so as to make him subject to 
the order. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR was of opinion that on the evidence 
the books were not in the custody, power, or possession of 
the clerk, The order made in the court below was dis- 
charged. 

Mr. De Gex, Q.C., was for the appeal; Mr. Bacon, Q.C., 
and Mr. Reed, on the other side. 


COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 
(Sittings in Banco, before the Lorp Curer BARon, and 
Martin, BRAMWELL, and Pigott, BB.) 

April 17.—Case of Charlotte Winsor.—This morning the 
Solicitor-General applied to their lordships individually, as 
members of the Court of Exchequer Chamber, to appoint an 
early day for the case of Charlotte Winsor, which goes to 
that Court by way of appeal from the decision of the Court 
of Queen’s Bench. The Crown was ready to proceed, aud he 
was informed that the solicitor for the, prisoner was also 
ready. If Monday next was fixed for bringing up the 
prisoner for the oe of assigning errors, eight days after 
that would have to elapse before the case could be argued, 

Mr. Baron BramweLL.—We will consult with the other 
members of the Court of Exchequer Chamber, who will sit 
to hear the case, who are judges of the Court of Common 
Pleas, 
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After some discussion it was arranged that the Solicitor- 
General should see the Chief Justice of the Common Pleas 
as to whether the day named would be convenient. 


April 18.—Mr. Folkard, on behalf of the prisoner, men- 
tioned this case again. The prisoner was quite ready to 
assign errors on the record, and, in fact, her attorney had 
already delivered the errors to the Crown. If their Lord- 
ships would fix a day for a sitting in the Exchequer Chamber 
her attorney would apply for a habeas corpus to bring her up 
to assign errors. The 9th of May was the first day of the 
sittings in error, and if the case was to be argued then it 
would be necessary to give eight days’ previous notice ; but 
the errors could be assigned on an earlier day. 

Mr. Baron Martin.—I have no doubt, from what I have 
heard this morning, that if you apply to the Chief Justice 
of the Common Pleas he will appoint any day you like. 

Mr. Folkard could not say that he desired the arguments 
to take place before the 9th cf May. 

Mr. Baron BRAMWELL—It would be most inconvenient to 
have the case argued on the 9th or 10th of May, those being 
the days appointed for errors from the Queen’s Bench. 

Mr. Baron Martin.—I agree with Mr. Baron Bramwell 


upon the matter of convenience, and think it would be better 


to take two days during the present term. 

At a subsequent period of the day the Solicitor-General 
again mentioned the case, and it was ultimately arranged 
that he and Mr. Folkard should consult together and make 
a joint application to the Chief Justice of the Common Pleas 
to appoint a day. 

(Before the Lorp CureF Baron, and Martin, BRAMWELL, 
and Picort, BB.) 

April 18—Walker v. Midland Railway Company.—This 
was an action by the plaintiff, as administrator of his de- 
ceased wife, who was killed when passing over a level cross- 
ing at the Holbeck Station, near Leeds. At the trial before 
Mr. Justice Keating, at Leeds, the jury found a verdict for 
the plaintiff, damages £150. 

Mr. Field, Q.C., now moved, by leave of the learned judge, 
for a new trial on the ground that the verdict was against 
the evidence. It appears that the deceased was killed by a 
train which was regularly advertised, and was well known 
to pass the station daily at the time of the occurrence. The 
alleged negligence on the part of the company consisted in 
the absence of a footbridge for passengers across the line at 
the station, and of the porters to warn people not to cross 
the rails when a train was due, but the learned counsel con- 
tended that this was not sufficient to render the defendants 
liable. He said that although the Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Railway company had carried sixty-five and a half millions 
of passengers in four years, they had only one fatal accident 
at a level crossing, and that occurred at a station where 
there was a bridge. If the defendants were required to have 
porters to warn people not to cross, that would be calling 
upon them to do for passengers what they could as well do 
for themselves. 

Mr. Baron BRAMWELL.—That is what I have always said. 
Is it contended that a porter is to lay violent hands on a 
person, and say, ‘‘ You shan’t cross?” You cannot possibly 
assert that. Then, is it to be said that a porter should 
tell people that if they went across when a’ train was comin 
they would be killed! Why the people knew that as wel 
as the servant of the company. 

Mr. Field said that even if the servants of the company 
tried to prevent persous passing over the line in the presence 
of danger they would not succeed. When a train arrived 
the passengers rushed across at all points, and would not 
submit to be stopped. In the present instance there was 
only a single line, about six feet wide, and it could scarcely 
be expected that the company would erect a bridge there for 
people to pass over. 

he Court granted a rule nisi. 
YORKSHIRE COUNTY COURT (MALTON), 
(Before the Reaistran.) 

March 28,—Botterill v. W. Botterill,—Administration 
suit.—W. EF. Woodall, solicitor, appeared for the plaintiff, 
and Robert Dale, solicitor, for the defendant. 

The suit was instituted to obtain an account from the de- 
fendant as administrator of Mary Botterill, widow, deceased, 
in respect of her personal estate, which by the residuary 
account filed amounted to £469 10s. 6d, On the 22nd 
July a decretal order was made by the judge for the usual 





accounts to be taken as to the share of Ann Botterill (one 
of the plaintiffs) as next ofkin, and for other usual accounts. 
It was no part of the decretal order to ascertain who were 
the next of kin, about whom there was no dispute; the 
only question at issue being the correctness of the accounts 
of the administrator. The usual advertisement for claimants 
was published by the registrar. 

The case now came on in the Registrar's Office. 

Dale, on behalf of the defendant, objected that the other 
next of kin had not been served with notice of the decretal 
order and would not be bound by the decree when made, 15. 
& 16 Vict. c. 86, s. 45, r. 8.* 

Woodall, for the plaintiff, contended that any one of the 
next of kin might have a decree for administration of per- 
sonal estate, without serving the remaining next of kin ; and 
that the remaining next of kin not being (according to the 
present practice of the court) necessary parties, need not be 
served with notice of the decree, but would be bound by the 
decree through the administrator being made defendant. 

The REcIsTRAR was of that opinion, and decided that the 
other next of kin were not necessary parties to the suit, nor 
had they any right to notice for the decree. 

The account was then taken, when the defendant, on cross- 
examination, admitted assets to the amount of £53 6s. 2d., 
in addition to the sum shown by the residuary accounts. 

The RecisTRAR thereupon (the estate having been thus 
raised to £522 16s. 8d.) declined to proceed with the accounts 
and stated that his jurisdiction was at an end, and that he 
should certify the fact of the excess to the Court. 

It was urged, on behalf of the plaintiffs, that until the 
accounts were completed it could not be ascertained whether 
or no the clear assets of the intestate exceeded £500; and 
that if it could be shown that the payments made by the ad- 
ministrator were sufficient to reduce the assets available for 
distribution to a sum below £500, then the Court would 
have the necessary jurisdiction. 

The RectsTrar considered that the excess proved obliged 
him to certify the fact to the Court, and the further exami- 
nation of the accounts was therefore postponed, leaving the 
plaintiffs at liberty to attend the next court and oppose the 
transfer of the proceedings to Chancery. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Summary PRocreDInGs on Bitis or ExcwanceE Act, 1855. 

Sir,—As your correspondent ‘‘ N.” kindly referred me to 
Day's Common Law Procedure Act ‘ pages 28 and 285, and 
the cases there referred to,” I have procured the second 
edition, 1863, and find page 28 applies solely to the 25th 
section of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, and has 
nothing whatever to do with the Bills of Exchange Act of 
1855, and page 285 refers only to replevin; but at page 299, 
under the head “ Bills of Exchange Act,” in speaking of in- 
terest, he says, ‘‘In practice, it is not unusual to indorse, 
as claimed for interest, a sum sufficient to cover all interest 
that may accrue up to the judgment, ic, the expiration of 
the twelve days when judgment may be signed; and this 
agra seems Justified by the terms of the section.” But 
he does not refer to any cases on the point. I have also 
just procured the tenth edition of Chitty’s Practice and 
Forms, 1866, and at page 635 of the Forms, Note e. under the 
head of the Bills of Exchange Act, he says, ‘‘It will be 
observed that the form of indorsement, as prescribed by the 
Act, requiries the amount of interest to be indorsed. This 
is an oversight, unless it be meant that the amount should 
be caleulated up to the time when the plaintiff may sign 
judgment for default of appearance. The practice generally 
adopted is to calculate it up to that time: whether this be 
correct is another question, and until the point has been 
decided the question as to what amount, if any, of interest 
should be indorsed, beyond the day of issuing the writ, must 
be considered doubtful.” 

It thus appears that the claim for interest, under the Bills 
of Exchange Act, 1895, for interest beyond the date of the 
writ, is still an undecided point, and as this cannot be too 

nerally known, perhaps you will kindly notice the matter 
in your valuable aun H. W. 


Costs or Exutarts, 
Sir, —I should be glad to be informed whether a Commis- 
sioner to Administer Oaths in Chancery is justitied in charg- 


* We have already (10 Sol, Jour, 298) given reasons for our opinion 
that this rule does not apply te county court suits,— Ep, 8, J. 
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ing for three exhibits in a case where three executors prove a 
will, and each of them signs his name to the exhibit on the 
will, or whether it is to be considered as one exhibit only, 


and charged accordingly. B. E 








APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. Dantet O’ConneELL Frencu, of Liverpool, Solicitor, 
to be Commissioner for taking affidavits for the Liverpool 
district for the Courts of Common Law in Ireland. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Friday, April 13. 
LAw oF CAPITAL PUNISHMENT AMENDMENT BILL, 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR postponed the second reading of 
this bill, which was fixed for Tuesday, the 17th, to Tuesday, 
the 24th, assigning as his reason that he had not received 
the answers of all the judges to whom a copy of the bill had 
been sent. Some-of the judges had been on circuit and had 
only just returned. Before he asked the House to read the 
bill a second time he should like to have their opinion. 


Monday, April 16. 
ATTORNEYS AND SoLiciTors (IRELAND) BILL, 

On the suggestion of the Lord CHANcELLoR, Lord 
er postponed the committee on this bill for a 
wee 

Tuesday, April 17. 
County Courts BIL. 

On the motion of the Lorp CHANCELLOR, this bill was 
read a third time and passed. 

Thursday, April 19. 
Lorp Cuter Justice LEFRoy. 

The Marquis of CLANRICARDE called attention to the in- 
firmity of the learned judge who presided over the Court of 
Queen’s Bench in Ireland, and said that it was a matter of 
notoriety that that learned functionary had attained to an 
age which rendered it impossible for him to perform his duty 
in a satisfactory manner. It was a painful thing to state 
this in Parliament, but it was absolutely necessary that this 
should be done by some one, in order that justice should be 
administered in a manner to command the respect of the 
people. The late Mr. Baron Pennefather was a man of extra- 
ordinary powers, and he did not believe that the ends of 
justice were at any time defeated or evaded during the time 
that he was on the bench, but he became blind, and he 
would ask their Lordships, and he would tell them that the 
Irish public very often asked the question, would any 
English judge be allowed to sit in Westminster who had 
such an infirmity. Mr. Baron Pennefather was a most able 
judge, and evinced extraordinary powers in delivering a 
judgment in the Mountgarrett case,— 

Lord CHELMSFORD.—No ; the Colclough case. 

The Marquis of CranricarDE said Mr. Baron Penne- 
father delivered a judgment, after a four or five days’ trial, 
which the learned counsel who heard it said was one of the 
most remarkable exhibitions of mental power they had ever 
witnessed. Mr. Baron Pennefather’s infirmity was mentioned 
in Parliament, and soon afterwards he tendered his resigna- 
tion.* But there wasanother case. In 1826 a petition was 
presented to Parliament against thecontinuance on the bench 
of Lord Norbury, founded exactly on the grounds on which 
he had called attention to the case of Lord Chief Justice Lefroy, 
namely, his extreme age. The petition in that case stated 
that the noble and learned lord was so advanced in age that 
he had fallen into lethargic habits, and that he was ineapa- 
ble of attending throughout to a trial. It stated that in a 
particular criminal case Lord Norbury fell asleep, and was in- 
capable of performing his judicial functions. What hap- 

ened then?+ Why, that although up to that time Lord 
Norbury had continued on the bench, Mr. Secretary Peel 
did not attempt to defend him, but said, as the petition 
alleged nothing against his character and honour, he thought 

* This isanerror. Mr. Baron Pennefather tendered his resignation 
on certain terms pending the motion, which was refused; he was still 
on the bench when he died.—Ep. 8S, 


J, 
¢ Why that the Government purchased his retirement with an 
earldom.—Ep, 8. J. 





the noble and learned lord was bound to retire; and he did 
retire. There was a remarkable criminal trial which took 
place last winter—the trial of a person for the murder of an 
officer, and Chief Justice Lefroy so far mistook the evidence 
that he proceeded to charge the jury direstly against the evi- 
dence, * and he did not discover this until it was pointed out 
to him by one of the learned counsel engaged in the case, 
After the prisoner was found guilty it was the duty of the 
judge to pronounce sentence, and he was not able to do this 
in a becoming manner. It was written for him in large 
handwriting, but he could not read it, and eventually the 
law officer of the crown had to stand by him to prompt him 
in the execution of his duty. He had nothing to = J against. 
(the learned judge) but his extreme age ; but he asked their 
lordships ifa judge who was more than 90 years of age would 
be allowed to retain his seat on the bench in England ? 

Lord CuELMsForD regretted that no intimation had been 
conveyed to the friends of the Lord Chief Justice that the 
noble marquis had intended to make this attack ae him, 
and it was only by accident that his friends had become 
aware that any observations prejudicial to him would be 
offered. He agreed that primd facie the presumption was in 
favour of the assertion of the noble maryuis, that the age 
of the Lord Chief Justice was that at which men might 
not be deemed competent to the discharge of responsible 
duties ; but the noble marquis should be cautious in maxing 
age only a ground of incapacity, for their lordships woul 
remember a distinguished ornament of that house, 7 who had 
not long passed away, who adorned every debate in which 
he took part with an eloquence which had never been sur- 
passed, having, on the night on which he had attained his 
ninetieth year, addressed the House in a most remarkable 
speech, which had rivetted the attention of their Lordships 
for more than an hour, and displayed an amount of power, 
lucidity, and wisdom which clearly showed that his power- 
ful intellect was setting without a cloud. Had that noble 
lord then filled a judicial office would it have been justifiable 
to have called upon him to have resigned his appoint- 
ment on account of his age? Since 1862 only four writs of 
error had been sent from the Queen’s Bench, and during the 
last two years only one bill of exceptions to the porns bed the 
learned judge. The noble marquis had asked whether the 
Lord Chief Justice could have endured the labours of the cir- 
cuits in England ;$ but for the last twenty-five years, with the 
exception of six weeks in 1847, when he was suffering from a 
low fever, he had never missed a single circuit or a single town 
in the circuit. Upon the question before the House, the ex- 
Chancellor of Ireland, Mr. Napier, had written a letter to him 
(Lord Chelmsford), in which he said, ‘‘ As to the Chief Justice, 
he is the best judge we have, although he is very old and not 
very vigorous in complicated cases ; but he always finishes 
his nisi prius business sooner and more satisfactorily than 
the other chiefs. He is so good a lawyer, so steady, and the 
bar respect him so, that decency and order prevail in his 
court.” There was no allegation here, as in the case of 
Lord Norbury, when, in the petition presented by O’Connell, 
it was averred that the judge used to sleep on the bench. 
The case of King was one which, of all others, he himself 
should have quoted to show that the faculties of the Chief 
Justice were unimpaired. In that case a legal point of con- 
siderable nicety arose with respect to the indictment, and 
the ruling of the Chief Justice was supported almost 
unanimously by the other judges. if there was any 
imputation cast on the Chief Justice it was denied 
by Mr. Battersby, the crown prosecutor. On a re- 
cent occasion, when Lord Leitrim presented a peti- 
tion against the Chief Justice of the Common Pleas on a 
charge which he (Lord Chelmsford) did not think sufficient 
to bring before the House, the noble lord, even when he 
withdrew the petition, was rebuked by Lord Chancellor 
Campbell for having brought forward a charge against a judge 
unless it was of so serious a character as to lead, if it were 
tried properly, to an address to both Houses of Parliament 
to remove the judge. The noble marquis ought to have 
given notice of the grounds on which he preinenes in order 
that the Chief Justice might have been able to have answered 
distinctly and categorically every accusation that was made. 

Lord Lirvorp complained of the attack that had been 
made upon the Lord Chief Justice of Ireland, the grounds of 
which were altogether unfounded, The noble marquis had 
said that they did not want prodigies on the Irish bench. 

* Thig is not true,—Ep. 8. J. + Lord Lyndhurst. 


¢The physical labour entailed by a judgeship in England is not less 
than four times that required in Ireland.—Eb. 4, J. 
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He (Lord Lifford) was of opinion that they did, and that they 
ought to keep them when. they got them. It was stated 
that a judge of so advanced an age would not be tolerated in 
England, but the noble marquis forgot that there was such a 
man as Lord Chief Baron Pollock, who they all hoped would 
remain upon the bench for years to come. He had received 
a letter from the leader of the Home Circuit, dated March 
$1, 1866, in which the writer said, ‘‘the Chief Justice dis- 
charged his duties as well as ever at the last circuit, and 
better than many of his juniors could have done. When 
Parliament meets they will have something else to do than 
to try and make vacancies for their friends.” 

The Earl of Loncrorp regretted that charges made else- 
where against the Lord Chief Justice of Ireland, whom they 
all: respected, had been repeated in that House. He had 
never heard any complaint with reference to that learned 
judge from any suitor in Ireland as to any failure of justice 
in cases in his court. He had the great advantage of con- 
stantly meeting the Lord Chief Justice in town and country, 
and frequently at late hours, and he could state that no 
ground existed for the charge that the many honourable 
years of his honourable life had in any way incapacitated him 
for the discharge of the duties of the office which he so 
worthily filled. 

The subject then dropped. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Monday, April 16. 
Bankruptcy LAw AMENDMENT BIL. 

Leave was given to the ATTORNEY-GENERAL to in- 
troduce a bill to amend and consolidate the law relating to 
bankruptcy in England, and to abolish imprisonment for 
debt on final process, and it was read a first time. 

Tuesday, April 17. 
THE NEw Courts oF Justice. ; 

Mr. Horsra.i asked the Attorney-General whether, in the 
arrangements of the new courts of justice, any provision 
had been completed for an increase in the number of judges. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL replied that no special arrange- 
ment had been made for the accommodation in the case of 
new judges, but such accommod:tion could be afforded if 
it should hereafter be found advisable to appoint additional 
judges. 


FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 











FRANCE—TRIBUNAL CIVIL DE LA SEINE (PARIS) 


THIRD CHAMBER. 
Jan. 30; Feb. 27. 
SouTHEE v. DUVERGER. 

According to French law a judgment obtained in any English 
court (ex. gr.—the Court of Exchequer) may be declared 
‘*exécutoire” in France; that is to say, the French Court 
may carry this judgment into effect. 

It is not necessary to determine whether the judgment was 
obtained in presence of the debtor or not, because the English 
law does not establish any difference between the two cases, 
as the French does between sentence par défaut and sentence 
contradictvire. 

Mr. Southee, a solicitor in London, applied to the tribunal 
in Paris to render executory in France a judgment obtained 
in the Court of Exchequer against} Miss Vaultrin de Saint 
Urbain, better known by her name as an actress of the 
Palais Royal theatre—-Miss Duverger. 

Some years ago Miss Duverger was promised a pension of 
2,500fr. (£100 a-year) by a grandson of the celebrated 
O'Connell, lately a member of Parliament, who, when 
young, was principally occupied in getting rid of his fortune. 
A private agreement between him and Miss Duverger 
obliged him to pay a sum of 50,000fr. (£2,000), as liquidated 
damages, if he failed to fulfil his contract. 

Miss Duverger employed Mr. Southee to sue her debtor, 
who for some reason or another ceased to pay. Proceedin 
was accordingly instituted, in consequence of which the 
parties came to an agreement by which the debtor consented 
to pay a fifth part in ready money and the remainder in 
notes, 

A sum of £400 was accordingly paid, out of which Mr. 
Sovthee retained his charges, and forwarded to Miss Du- 
verger a bill of exchange on Messrs. Rothschild, in Paris, for 
the sum of 8,425fr. (£337). This took placein 1861. 





Since then the notes for the balance not being paid when 
they fell due, Miss Duverger employed Mr. Southee again to 
sue for the payment. After the gram i proceedings, 
judgment having been already obtained, it only remained to 
issue execution either against the person of the debtor or 
his property ; M. Southee recommended the latter plan, and 
the debtor —_ agreed to give a mortgage for the amount, 
he wrote several letters to Miss Duverger, to obtain from her 
the affidavit which was necessary to carry that into effect, 
without receiving any answer. He also directed his cor- 
respondent in Paris to see her about the matter, but the 
latter could not succeed in doing so. 

Whether this lady was satisfied with the vengeance already 
obtained, or having accepted Russian roubles, she ‘‘set no 
more store by English guineas,” we cannot decide, all we 
know for certain is that she refused to pursue the matter 
any further. 

r. Southee then sent in his bill of costs, but this appli- 
cation, like its predecessors, received no reply whatever, and, 
in consequence, he was obliged to issue a writ of summons 
out of the Court of Exchequer, in the form No. 3 given by 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852. Considerable 
difficulty was experienced in the service of this writ, and, as 


-_| Miss Duverger had ordered her servants not to admit any 


troublesome persons, the son of Mr. Southee’s correspondent, 
who took upon himself to deliver the summons, was obliged 
to wait two hours at the gate of the Villa Said (her sumptuous 
residence), and it was only when she was getting into her 
carriage that he could serve her with the writ. 

Mr. Southee’s costs were taxed by the taxing-master, and 
the Court of Exchequer condemned Miss Duverger, who did 
not appear to the action, to pay £111 13s., and this judgment 
was presented to the French Tribunal to be declared executory 
in France, 

Miss Duverger’s lawyer contended that his client not being 
present in the English court when the judgment was pro- 
nounced, she could not be bound by that decision, as the law 
in France drew a distinction between judgment par défaut, 
which is not final, and judgment contradictoire, which is 


final. 

The French Tribunal, in consequence of the difficulty of 
deciding the case, adjourned its decision for a month, or 
until the plaintiff could furnish a parere, that is to say, the 
opinion of competent English lawyers on that point. 

And the Court delivered the following decision:—‘‘ In 
accordance with the judgment obtained in the Court of 
Exchequer of 29th May, 1865, Miss Duverger was con- 
demned to pay to Mr. Southee the sum of £111 13s 1d. 
(or 2,791 fr. 30c.) for fees, expenses, and d Miss 
Duverger’s defence consisting only in the statement that 
this judgment was pronounced when she was not present, 
and that no notice thereof was given to her: but as according 
to English law, actions for the recovery of debts against 
foreigners residing abroad, and who have received writs of 
summons, are decided definitively even in the absence of the 
parties, and execution may be issued on the judgment with- 
out notification (Act of 1852) ; 

‘* And seeing that Miss Duverger was not ignorant of the 
suit begun against her in the English Court ; 

‘That the above mentioned sum is for law expenses taxed 
by the taxing-master, and for that reason there is no reduc- 
tion to be made ; 

‘« As nevertheless the defendant has a right to claim resti- 
tution of the documents and papers belonging to her : 

‘* For these reasons we declare the said judgment execu- 
tory in France, and condemn the defendant to pay the sum 
claimed ; nevertheless declare that this sum can only be re- 
quired on the restitution of the documents and papers be- 
longing to her.” 


N.B.—The preceding judgment, the peculiar features of 
which have been noticed in several newspapers in Paris, puts 
into practice the principle of French jurisprudence with 
respect to judgments obtained in foreign countries. We call 
the attention of our legal readers to the fact of the present 
being what we call here in France a judgment par défaut, 
This case is one of the first and the most remarkable which 
has yet been decided in our courts. See, in further illustra- 
tion of this subject, pp. 9, 10, 11 of my pamphlet advertised 
in this number. H. BECKER, 

Advocate at the Imperial Court of Paris, 





Tue day for sending in plans for the Courts of Justice compe- 
tition willbe the 15th October next. 
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SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The sixteenth general meeting of the members of this 
association was held in the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday last. In the una- 
voidable absence of the chairman of the Association (Mr. 
Anderton), the chair was occupied by Mr. Thomas Harrison. 
The notice convening the meeting, the minutes of the last 
meeting, and also the half-yearly report of the directors were 
read by Mr. Thomas Eiffe, the secretary. 

The CHAIRMAN moved that the report and accounts be re- 
ceived and adopted, and printed and circulated with the 
proceedings of the meeting. He said he should trouble the 
members with but few remarks, for the report was so full, 
and, to his mind, so satisfactory. But at the same time it 
was unsatisfactory in one respect, and that was that the 
number of members had not increased to the extent which 
he had hoped would have been the case; he trusted, however, 
that those members of the profession who had not hitherto 
joined the association would gradually come in, and give 
their support to an institution which has such strong claims 
upon them. 

The resolution was put from the chair and carried unani- 
mously. 

Mr. Cuar.es A. Smitu (Greenwich), moved that rule 2 
of the association be altered by the insertion of the word 
“any,” at the end of the tenth line, and the substitution of 
the words ‘‘ whose names had been on the roll of attorneys 
for England and Wales,” for the words, ‘‘who were not 
members at the time of death,” inthe eleventh and twelfth 
lines. The latter part of the rule thus altered would read, 
** and (where the state of the funds and the circumstances of 
the case appear to the directors to justify their so doing) to 
render pecuniary assistance to the widows and families of any 
deceased attorneys, solicitors, and proctors, whose names had 
been on the roll of atcorneys for England and Wales.” 
Mr. Smith said as the rule had hitherto stood it had caused 
some difficulty in the giving of relief to the families of non- 
members of the association. The matter was brought for- 
ward at the last meeting at Liverpool, and it was shown that 
some cases might arise in which a strict adherence to the 
letter of the rule might prevent the granting of assistance to 
those who really deserved it. The rule, however, if altered 
in the way proposed, would enable the directors to grant re- 
lief to those who were now excluded. The fact was that a 
wider interpretation, or construction of the rule had already, 
to some extent, been adopted by the directors, and the al- 
teration was made so that the directors might be borne out 
in what they did by the actual wording of the rule, and be 
empowered to give relief (in cases where it might be deemed 
desirable), to persons who had been on the rolls, or to the 
families of solicitors and attorneys who had gone abroad and 

ed abroad. 

Mr. Hart seconded the resolution. 

Mr. E. Benuam said he did not rise to propose that the 
resolution be not atoeted, but at the same time he thought 
there should be some limit as to the manner in which the 
funds were disposed of. Applications for relief had actually 
been received from the widows of attorneys who had been 
dead for thirty or forty years, and also from the widows of 
gentlemen who had practised in the coloniesand in Australia, 
and who had never been members of the association. If the 
funds of the association permitted, of course the families of 
deceased solicitors, who were not members at the time of 
their death, might receive some relief; but the association 
was still young, having only been established about eight 
years, and if every application of those who had never been 
members were complied with, he was afraid the funds would 
be so reduced that the original object of the association 
could not be carried out. If this alteration in the rule were 
adopted he trusted that there would also go with it some 
expression of opinion from the members to the directors, 
to the effect that the directors ought to act upon it with the 
greatest caution and prudence, 

Mr. Provproor said he fully concurred in the remarks 
of the last epeaker, and said he thought the relief ought to 
be confined to those who had been on the roll of attorneys 
in England and Wales since the association was founded, 

Mr. F.uKer took the same view of the matter. 

At this point of the discussion the chairman stated that 
there were not a sufficient number of gentlemen present to 
form a guorwm to authorise an alteration in the rules, 
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number present was sixteen—a good number for an ordinary 
meeting—but it required a quorwm of twenty-four to alter 
the rules, and, therefore, for the present the matter must 
fall to the ground: 

Mr. Butmer (Leeds).—I may draw the attention of the 
members to the fact that since relief has been granted to the 
families of non-members it has extended to three times the 
amount. 

The CHArRMAN said that there was no doubt the primary 
object of the association was to relieve those, or the descen- 
dants of those, who contributed to the fund, but some of the 
applications from the families of non-members disclosed 
facts of so painful a character that it was difficult to refuse 
them a little relief. 

The further consideration of the alterations in the rules 
was then postponed in consequence of there not being a 
sufficient number of gentlemen present to form a quorum 
which could authorise such alterations, 

Mr. ReppPatu moved that the thanks of the members be 
given to the directors and auditors for their services during 
the past year, and, as he had entered the room since the 
adoption of the report, he should like, if in order, to make 
one or two observations, and point out two or three points 
in which an improvement might be made. And first he 
would draw attention to the extraordinarily heavy ex- 
penses, as he considered them, to which the association 
continued exposed. The expenses as shown in last account 
to October were £294, whilst, in the balance-sheet now pre- 
sented, they amount to £256 odd, making a total of about 
£550, a good portion of which was for printing, advertise- 
ments, postage stamps, and stationery. He would ask the 
directors whether they considered it advisable to continue 
the expense of printing and sending out so many prospec- 
tuses, for, looking at the amount received in subscriptions 
and donations, he really thought they got next to nothing 
from the expenditure. With respect to the giving of relief 
to non-members, he must say he could not approve of it. 
Last year a much larger amount was given to the families of 
those who were non-members than to those who were 
members, and he thought this was not exactly in accordance 
with the objects for which the society was started. 

Mr. Fiuker said that this was a young society, and if 
the members wished it to be widely known, it must be kept 
before the public. It was, in many cases, ry 4 by repeated 
applications and requests that members of the profession 
would join. At the Liverpool meeting the directors were 
congratulated on having sent out 10,000 prospectuses, 
and, for his own part, he fully concurred in that expression 
of approbation, for it was very possible that every shilling 
which was thrown on the waters in the way of prospectuses 
and advertisements might eventually bring £50 to the 
association. He had much pleasure in seconding the vote of 
thanks to the directors and auditors. 

The CHarrMaN said that perhaps he might be allowed to 
offer a few remarks upon this subject. The question as to 
the desirability of condoning the expense for printing, 
postage, and so on, had given the directors much anxiety, and 
they had over and over again discussed the subject, and they 
had come to the conclusion that if they had not persevered 
in the course they had done the association would not have 
arrived at the position in whichit then stood. If gentlemen 
would look at the report of the auditors they would see that 
although a large amount hed been expended in granting 
relief, yet the association had accumulated in round numbers 
upwards of £11,000. The number of members of the as- 
sociations was 1,622—a very small number indeed when 
they looked at the large number of gentlemen who took out 
certificates in England and Wales (about 10,000), and he 
trusted that before long the number of members would be 
very much increased. He could assure the members that 
not one penny was spent wastefully. There was an active 
surveillance kept up, and they had an active secretary who 
did his duty faithfully and honestly, and with great energy, 
and the association was much indebted tohim, If Mr. Red- 
path could suggest any diminution in the expenditure 
which would not interfere with the proper working of the 
institution, he was sure the directors would be happy to give 
it their best attention. There was but one feeling amongst 


the members of the board, and that was, short of parsimony, 
to be as economical as possible, and to raise as large a fund 
as they could for those who might become recipients of the 

aid of the association. 
Mr. Cuanr.es Smiru spoke in favour of the expenditure 
cael i in keeping the association before 


which had been inc 
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the notice of the public, and remarked that if a stop were 
put to the circulation of those prospectuses and reports there 
would be a lamentable falling off in the supplies. It was 
not fair to say that because £500 had been expended, and it 
only produced £100, therefore: it was not a judicious expen- 
diture. They must not look at it in that light. They must 
capitalise the subscriptions, and if they were put at ten 

rs purchase, instead of it being what it appeared in the 

nce-sheet, it would amount to £700. The chairman had 
drawn attention to the large number of gentlemen of the 
profession who were still non-members of the association, 
and, of course, it was necessary that the claims of the asso- 
ciation should be, at frequent intervals, brought under their 
notice, with the view of inducing them to become members. 
This would only be done effectually by a proper distribution 
of appropriate circulars, and he certainly thought that the 
amount which had been already expended for that purpose 
had been well spent. 

Mr. REppaArH, in reply, said he would merely call atten- 
tion to the fact that this association was a class association, 
that was to say, that it did not appeal to the arg public 
(although it did not refuse subscriptions from them), but de- 

nded for support more upon the members of the legal pro- 

ession. Now, the association had been established eight 

years, and he should have thonght that by this time the 
members of the profession had been so effectually canvassed 
as to render imost useless the periodical distribution of 
circulars and reports. However, he had every confidence in 
the discretion of the directors, and had merely made the sug- 
gestions he had done in the interests of the association. 

The resolution was then put and carried. 

The CHAIRMAN, on behalf of himself and the other gentle- 
men included in the resolution, acknowledged the compli- 
ment, and said that the members might rely upon the 
directors doing everything in their power to promote the 
welfare of the association, and to conduct it in as economical 
@ manner as was consistent with its efficient working. 

On the motion of Mr. CHartes A. Smiru, seconded by 
Mr. T, LAWRENCE, a vote of thanks was then passed to the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society for their kindness 
in granting the use of the hall for the purpose of the meet- 


ing. 

fir. Avison proposed a special vote of thanks to the 
chairman for his conduct in the chair, which was seconded 
by Mr, BuLmER (Leeds) and carried. 

The CHarrMAN briefly returned thanks, and the proceed- 
ings terminated. woe 

LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

At the meeting held at the Law Institution, on Tuesday, 
the 17th inst., Mr. Lloyd in the chair, the following ques- 
tion was discussed :—‘* Should the Government Reform Bill 

ass the second reading?” The question was opened by 

r. G, Sangster Green in the affirmative, and the debate 
was ultimately adjourned till the following Tuesday, on the 
motion of Mr. Peachey. 


METROPOLITAN AND Aas LAW ASSOCIA- 
10) 





The nineteenth annual general meeting of this association 
was held at the Incorporated Law Society’s Hall, on Wed- 
nesday, April 18, 1866 ; Mr. Stephen Williams in the chair. 

= secretary read the report and the annual balance- 
sheet. 

The following resolutions were agreed to :— 

1, (On the motion of the Chairman)—That the report of 
the committee of management be adopted, and that it be 
printed and circulated in the usual way. 

2. (On the motion of Mr. Sidney Smith, seconded by Mr. 
A. Hart)—That the cordial thanks of the association be pre- 
sented to the committee of management for their labours 
during the past year. 

8. (Onthe motion of Mr. C. A. Smith, seconded by Mr. 
H. T. Sankey\—That the members (named) of the asso- 
ciation be elected chairman, deputy-chairmen, and members 
of the committee of management for the ensuing year. 

4, (On the motion of Mr. T. Avison, seconded by Mr. E. 
Benham)—That the best thanks of the association be pre- 
sented to Mr, C. A. Smith and Mr. J. Morris for their 
services as auditors, and that they be requested to accept 
the same office for the ensuing year, 

5. (On the motion of Mr. J. Bulmer, seconded by Mr. J. 
Case)—That the best thanks of the association be presented 
to the council of the Incorporated Law Society for the cordial 
co-operation they have afforded to the committee of manage- 





ment during the past year, and for their courtesy in lending 
one of their rooms for the es of the meeting. 

6. (On the motion of Mr. T. Kennedy, seconded by Mr. 
James Street)—That the best thanks of this meeting be pre- 
sented to Mr, G. W. Hodge, of Newcastle-on-Tyne, for his 
services during the past year, and to Mr. Stephen Williams 
for his able conduct in the chair this day. 








ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


Queen’s Bench. 
NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Easter Term, 1866. 
(The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
articled or assigned follow in ordinary type.) 
FALKNER, EVELYN SHERARD.—P. R. Falkner, Newark- 
upon-Trent. 
Surpron, Toomas.—John Hallewell, Chesterfield. 
Smith, Henry Laxin.—W. Y. Beale, Birmingham; and 
10, Park-street, Westminster. 
Last day of Easter Term, 1866. 
Banks, JOHN DANIEL.—George Webster, Liverpool. 
BLEwItTtT, WILLIAM.—W. R. Preston, 13, Gresham-street. 
Bowen, Georce.—-T, Attwood, Swansea. 
Bower, VERNON.—Edward Bower, Birmingham; Mark 
Whyley, Birmingham ; Frederick Price, Birmingham. 
CHARLES, DANIEL.—Thomas Robinson, Eccleshall. 
Epear, Henry Avcustus.—J. Odin Taylor, Norwich. 
Evans, ArTHUR THomAsS HazeLricce.—W. Jones, 8, 
Sergeant’s-inn, Fleet-street ; T. H. Williams, 3, Sergeant’s- 
inn, Fleet-street. 
Froceatr, Epwarp.—John Froggatt, 16, Clifford’s-inn ; 
C. P. Allen, 17, Carlisle-street, Soho-square. 
GiptEy, BartHoLomMew CHARLES, M. A.—John Gidley, 
Exeter; R. W. Head, Exeter. 
Hatt, MatrHew Henry.—A. S. Field, Leamington. 
Jesson, RicHarD HENRy.—J. Hunt, Thursfield, Wednes- 
bury, Stafford; E. P. De Gex, 4, Raymond-buildings, 
Gray’s-inn. 
JEYES, Francts Montacue.—F. F. Jeyes, 22, Bedford-row. 
JORDAN, BARRETT-PRIcE.—Edward Evans, Chester. 
Krays, FrepertcK Loveiu.—F. Keays, 29, Bedford-row. 
Kitson, Joun LANE.—John Kitson, Torquay. 
Lanpicu ALFRED.—T. E. Drake, Exeter. 
MABANE, THomMAs Grieves.—R. Wheldon, South Shields. 
Martin, JosepH.—E. H. Pace, Pershore. 
Mippteron, Joun Bovirser.—R. A. Wallington. Leam- 
ington. 
PASSINGHAM, Avevustus ANWyL.—Thomas Helps, Chester. 
Poo.e, AkTHUR CHARLES.—W. H. Myers, Manchester. 
SwEETING, Epwarp.—Davis Poole, 9, New-square, Lin- 
coln’s-inn. 
TALBOT, CHARLES Henry.—C. E. Matthews, Birmingham. 
WALKER, FREDERICK.—Thomas Cousins, Portsea. 
[For previous names see ante page 300.) 


NOTICES OF APPLICATIONS TO TAKE OUT OR 
RENEW ATTORNEYS’ CERTIFICATES, 
May 9th, 1866. 

Austin, John Henry, 49,Skinner-street, Snow-hill ; and Mil- 
ton-next-Gravesend. 

Baylis, Edgar Alexander, Church-court-chambers, Old 
en ; and Hampton Wick. 

Bedford, Thomas, Horsham, Sussex; Wordsley, Stafford ; 
and Stourbridge, Worcester. 

_—. Hugh, 57, Coleman-street ; and 68, Lincoln’s-inn- 

elds, 

Durrant, Richard, Leicester. 

Evans, John Benjamin, Pontypool, Monmouth. 

Everitt, Edwin Church, Att i swaka Norfolk. 

Giles, George, 79, Winchester-street, Pimlico. 

Holman, George, 65, Moorgate-street ; and 8, Noel-street, 
Islington. 

Nind, Benjamin Wharton, 95, St. Peter’s-street, Mile-end. 

Robinson, William Howard, Charterhouse-square; and 
Horley, Surrey. 

Simpson, John, Cockermouth. 

Stokes, John William Noble, Strangeways, Manchester, 

Ward, Samuel Broomhead, 6, Adam-street, Adelphi; and 
Teffont Rectory, Wilts, 

Ware, Samuel, St. Thomas the Apostle, Devon. 

Webb, Orlando, Glyn Padarn, Carnarvon, 
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COURT PAPERS. 


EXCHEQUER CHAMBER. 
Sittings in Error. 


The following days have been appointed for the argument 
of Errors and Appeals :— 
QUEEN’s BENCH. 
Wednesday ........ .» May 9 | Thursday............... May 10 
ComMoN PLEAs. 
NOR Sis aise cassaseses May 11 | Saturday ...... ....... May 12 
EXCHEQUER. 
Monday ..........0... May 14] Tuesday ............... May 15 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 
Last Quotation, April 19, 1866. 
(From the Official List of the actual business transacted.} 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 863 Annuities, April, ’85 
Ditto for Account, May 9, 87 lio. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 — 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 853 Ex Bills, £1000, 3 per Ct. — dis 
New 3 per Cent., 85} Ditto, £500, Do, — dis 
Do. 33 per Cent., Jan, 94 93 Ditto, £100 & £200, Do. 5 dis 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 94 — Bank of England Stock, 54 pe: 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’°73 — Ct. (last half-year) 243 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. - 


India Stock, 104p Ct. Apr.’74 — } Ind. Enf. Pr., 5pC., Jan. ’72 102 
Ditto for Account, 2:0 Ditto, 5} per Cent , May, ’79 — 
Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’70, 105 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April, 764 — 

Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88 104% Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. ’6 1014 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000, — pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4perCent.— | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, — pin 


RAILWAY STOCK. 








Shares. | Railways. 





| Paid, | Closing Prices. 















































Stock | Bristol and Exeter... .scssessssseesessneees| 100 91 
Stock | Caledoni | 100 1284 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ..........0000 100 116 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 100 413 
Stock{ Do., East Anglian Stock, No. : 100 7 
Stock | Great Northern .......ss000...s0000 abaavaneete 100 123 
Stock Do., A Stock* 100 139 
Stock | Great Southern and Western of Ireland) 100 91 
Stock | Great Western— Original ..........6...0000 | 100 59 
Stock | Do., West Midland—Oxford.. 100 41 
Stock; Do.,do.—Newport 100 36 
Stock | Do.,do.—Hereford ........ 100 102 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ..... 100 1213 
Stock | London, Brighton, and south C 100 97 
Stock | London, Chatham, and Dover........ 100 | 30 
Stock | London and North-Western..... 100 1213 
Stock London and South-Westem ........ 100 93 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln... 100 | 63 
Stock | Metropolitan | | 134 
10 | REE me scangnbeiwenteanadenan : 3 pm 
Stock Midland cs 100 | 1233 
Stock Do., Birmingham and Derby .. ....... | 100 | 95 
Stock | North Britiah  .....cccccossssscssssssssecsoseses | 100 | 58 
Stock North London . 100 | 124 
10 Do , 1864 wih es 7 
Stock North Staffordshire .......... inboanione . 100 76 
Stock Scottish Central ..... 100 | 151 
Stock ‘south Devon ..... 100 51 
Stock | South-Eastern 100 | 7h 
Stock . Taff Vale 100 | 143 
10 Do ,C 3 | 34 pm 
8tock Vale of N o 1u0 | 103 
fe I iiss Cesatere nes -ocpavcrevessscsecze’ 100 53 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 





Money Market anv City INTELLIGENCE. 

The prevalent high rates keep the mercantile world on the 
look out for a panic in some direction. 
the best preventive of panic; and so, though we have been for 
the better part of two years apparently on the brink of a crisis, 
in reality we were never farther from it. A subsidence in the 
rate of interest, however, at the same time is not to be expected, 
owing to the numerous companies still being set afloat, the 
state of the Continent, the attraction of gold to America for the 
restoration of the currency there, and, above all, on account of 
the great expansion of our trade with that country since the 
cessation of the civil war. ‘The rate of discount, then, will in 
all probability continue high for months to come, and this very 
fact will prevent a panic, so that there is no ground for in- 
vestors in safe companies or depositors in the Joint-Stock Banks 
to feel any alarm. 

The "acters d of the finance companies was rudely shaken by 
the failure of the Joint-Stock Discount Company. But it should 





be remembered that these companies stood iarly well in the 
estimation of investors, owing to the large dividends they used to 
dispense. Their recent fall, therefore, is not surprising. But of 
course such companies have their place and field for operations, 
and cannot collapse in the manner apprehended. 

The Stock Exchange markets during the past week have 
rapidly recovered their previous extreme depression. This im- 
provement is commonly attributed to the closing of speculative 
accounts, entered into tor a fall, in order to realise profits, also to 
a return of confidence in credit generally, and to the somewhat 
improved condition of continental politics. Some anxiety, how- 
ever, still prevails respecting Austria and Prussia, and the 
sudden demand which has arisen for gold for the Continent, as 
well as for silver for the East. 

We predicted in our last monetary article that a continental 
war would raise, instead of lowering, the rate of interest, and 
this vagy | is already indicated by the movement of gold to 

t 


Germany. is an important indication of the opinions of our 
allies on the probable result of the Prussian “ difficulty ’”’ that 
the French funds, which were lately so much depressed, have ex- 


perienced a recovery of 1 per cent. 

Consols are slightly improving, foreign stocks have been 
generally steady, and finance shares are tending upwards. 

The demand for discount accommodation has been on the whole 
firm; and no alteration has been made in the rates, which have 
continued at 5 and 6 per cent. for the best short dated mercan- 
tile bills, and 53 for bankers’ acceptances. In the Stock Exchange, 
loans on Government securities were effected at 4 and 6 per cent. 

Foreign and colonial railway shares have been dull. There 
is little doubt that the London, Chatham, and Dover will be 
amalgamated with the South Eastern Company. 








REPRESENTATION OF CAMBRIDGE.—The writ for the new 
election for this borough, in the place of Mr. Forsyth, Q.C., 
arrived in Cambridge on Monday afternoon, and it was forthwith 
announced that John Eldon Gorst, Esq., of the Middle Temple 
was a candidate. Mr. Gorst was third wrangler in 1857, an 
afterwards Fellow of St. John’s. He unsuccessfully contested 
Hastings at the last general election, when the numbers were— 
Hon. G. W. Leslie, 749; Robertson, 737; F. North, 725; Gorst, 
591. Colonel Torrens, the lately defeated candidate, has offered 
himself as a candidate on the present occasion. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT GARRAWAY’S. 
April 6.—By Messrs. C, Suita & Sons, 

Freehold business premises, being No. 93, Fulham-road, Brompton, 
let on lease at £63 per annuin—Sold for £1,359. 

Leasehold ground-rents of £7 and £10 10s. for about 37 years unex- 
pired, arising from Nos, 1, 7, and 8, Spring-mews, Crawford-street, 
Portman-square—Sold for £345 

By Messrs. Letrcnitp & CuErrins. 

Freehold and copyhold estate, comprising a residence, with grounds, 
woods, plantations, 2 homesteads and cottages, and 414a 2r Ip of 
arable and pasture land, known as the Kelsale House Estate, near 
Saxmundham, Suffolk—Sold for £15,500, 

April 18 —By Messrs, Farrprotner, Crank, & Co. 

Freehold ground rent of £8 per anuum, arising from No, 4, Eastwood- 
terrace. Hornsey-road—Sold for £190. 

Freehold ground-rent of £8 per annuum, arising from No. 3, Eastwood- 
terrace, aforesaid—Sold for £180. 

Freehold ground-rent of £8 per annum, arising from No. 2, Eastwood- 
terrace, afuresaid - Sold for £180, 

Freehold ground-rent of £8 per annum, arising from No. 1, Eastwood- 
terrace atoresaid—Sold for £180. 

Freehold ground-rent of £9 per annum, arising from No. 1}, Clare- 
mont place, Hornsey-road—Sold for £205, 


| Freehold ground-rent of £9 per annum, arising from No. 10, Clare- 


But this very caution is | 


mont-place, aforesaid--Sold for £220. 

Freehold ground-rent of £9 per annum, arising from No. 9, Claremont- 
place, aforesaid - Sold for £210. 

Freehold ground-rent of £9 per annum, arising from No. 8, Claremont- 
place, nforesaid sold for £210. 

Freehold ground-rent of £9 per annum, arising from No, 6, Claremont- 
place, aforesaid—Sold for £210, 


AT THE GUILDHALL HOTEL. 
Apri 13.—By Mr. Franx Lewis, 

Leashold. 5 houses, being Nos. 9 to 1%, St. James’s-street, Old Kent- 
road, producing £75 8s. per annuin; term, 41 years unexpired, at 
£23 12s. per annum- Sold for £239, 

A vested reversionary oue-twelfth share in the sum of £3,197 128 Id. 
Three per Cent, Consols, payable on the decease of a lady aged 58 
years, and a contingent reversionary one-twelfth share in a moicty 
of £12,790 8s. 4d. Three per Cent, Annuities, receivab'e in the event 
of » lady aged 53 years not exercising a power of appointment 
given to her by the wiil of the testator, and dying intestate and 
without issne—Sold for £45, 

Absolute reversion to one third share of £1,045 143, 8d, Three per 
Ta payable on the decease of a lady age® 53 years—Sold for 
LW, 


AT THE LONDON TAVERN. 
April 13.—By Meesrs. Carsyock, GaLswortuy, & Cninnocx. 
Leasehold, 6 houses, Nos. 57, 59, 61, 63, 65, and 67, Harrison-street, 
Gray’s-inn-road, producing £188 per annum ; term, 705 years from 
1831, «t £15 per anunm-—Sold for £1,560, 
Leaschold, range of stabling, being Nos, 2, to 5, Sidmouth-mews, 
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Ong elie prodachig £18 16s, per annum ; tera, 7 LRPOT EY 4 


1824, at - per prcomenes, for £670. 
Leaseho! — of stabling and premises being Nos. 9, to 12, 
. producing £84 10s. per annum ; term, 
similar to chore, at £19 per annum -— Sold for £560. 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 

FORSTER—On April 16, at Lansdowne-crescent, Notting-hill, the wife 
of W. Forster, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

MOSSOP—On April 13, at oe Chelsea, the wife of C. 
na . Esq., Solicitor, of a so} 

TEMPLE—On April 10, at Thornton-heath, Croydon, the wife of J. A. 
Temple, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

ba rg ae April 17, at Brunswick-gard Kensi 
of C, Walker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

BROWN—WILLIAMS—On April 4, at the Parish Church, Dyserth, 
Flintshire, H. T. Brown, Esq., Solicitor, Chester, to FElvend ~ 
—_. of the late Rev. D. Williams, Rector of Béd E! 

nts 

CHANCELLOR—TOD— On April 17, at St. Thomas’ Chapel, Edin- 
burgh, E. Chancellor, Esq., W.S., to Anne H., daughter of the late 
J. R. Todd, Esq., W.S. 

CHARLES —NEWTON—On April 10, at St, Andrew’s, Plymouth, 
A. Charles, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Inner Temple, son of RK. Charles, 
Esq., Carisbrooke, Isle of Wight, to Rachel C., daughter of T. D. 
Newton, Esq., Plymouth. 

GLOYN—ARMSTRONG—On April 10, at St. Mary’s, Harrow, W. F. 
Gloyn, Esq., a son of the late G. Gloyn, Esq., Solicitor, 
- = lizabeth S., daughter of the late W. R. Armstrong, Esq., 


HINGESTON—LE BRETON—On April 17, at St. Mary’s, Bryanston- 
square, W. Hingeston, Esq., Lyme Regis, to Lucy, daughter of 
Philip H. Le Breton, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Hampstead. 

HULME—JONES—On April 17, at Christ Church, Carnarvon, W. P. 
pa. Esq , Solicitor, Pembroke, to Harriet, daughter of P. Jones, 


Carnarv: 

KEMPSON JAY—On April 12, at St. Paul’s, Tupsley, Hereford, F. R. 
on Esq., Hereford, to Julia M., daughter of James Jay; Esq., 
Solicitor, Litley Court, Herefordshire. 

NELSON—MAPLES—On April 14, at Holy Trinity Church, Padding- 
ton, Robert R. Nelson, Esq., "Solicitor, Old Jewry, to Mary C., 
daughter of F. Maples, Esq., Solicitor, Old Jewry. 

POWIS—STODDARD—On March 1, at St. Stephen’s, Ootacamund, 
F, T. Powis, Esq., Madras Army, son of W. Powis, Esq., Barrister- 
grey Middle Temple, to Alice Le aie of the late Captain 
H. Stod dard, Commandant of H.H. the Nizam’s army. 

SMITH--BOMPAS—On April 11, z “Broughton, Hants, Rev. J. F. 
Smith, Hull, to Sophia C., daughter of the iate C. C. Bompas, Esq., 
Serjeant-at- Law. 

WELCH—SLATER—On April 10, at St. James’s Clapton, C. H. W. 
Welch, Esq., M.D., to Ellen F., daughter of the late J. ”. Slater, 

*s Solicitor, Graham’s Town, Cape of Good Hope 

Ww COMBE—MILNE—On March 20, at St. Jenn 's, Ancaster, 
Canada West, Charles E., son of J. A. Whitcombe, of Longford, 
near Gloucester, to Frances, daughter of the late A. 8. Milne, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, Ancaster. 

DEATHS. 

BARNETT—On April 4, at Market Rasen, Emma, widow ofJ, Ford 
Esq., Solicitor, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

paren _ Apnl 4 »H. Berry, Esq., Solicitor, Verulam-buildings, 

ray’s-inn, 


aged 67. 
ON—On April 12, at Harleston, Norfolk, Lydia C. N., relict of 
+e I ge 5g Bishop Stortford, Surgeon, and daughter of the late J. 
a Esq., Solicitor, Falmouth, aged 65. 
‘DAVIS—On April 17, Ada, daughter of T. Davis, me -» Solicitor, Iron- 
monger-lane, and Clifton Lod e, Dalston, aged 8. 
WIGGINS—On "April 14, Edw: S., son of J. N. Higgins, Esq., Bar- 
—— South Hampstead, and Lincoln’s-inn, aged 3 


VAUGHAN—On April 15, at Builth, Breconshire, Ly Vaughan, Esq., 
Solicitor, and Under-Sheriff of the county, aged 52 

‘WATERMAN—On April 14, at Tendeerden, Ann C., "daughter of the 
late W. Waterman, Esq., Solicitor, aged 43. 

YOCKNEY—On April 13, at Prince ot Wales-road, Haverstock-hill, 
Mary A., only daughter of the late J. Yockney, Solicitor, aged 18. 





gton, the wife 





UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will Le 

Srangferred to the Parties claiming the same, uniess other Claimants appear 

within Three Months: — 

Farzey, Tuomas, +» Henwich, Worcestershirs. One Dividend on 
the sum of £2,000 lavy £5 per Cent. Annuities—Claimed by the 
surviving executor of T. Farley, deceased. 

‘Hanvorp, Jonn, SCANDRETT, Esq., Blaise Castle, near pine 
£895 ~ 74, Consolidated £3 per Cent. Annuitier—Claimed by J. S. 


. 


Strung, Avna Cuartorre, Wilson-street, Belgrave-square, Sp 


ae: Wood on April 21. Harcourt, \ Siagteenine: nail hie 
st, solicitor for the petitioner. 

International Photosculpture Company ee —Petition for 
winding-up, presented April 6, directed to be heard before the 
Master of the Rolls on April 21. Tatham Pap Son, Old Broad-st, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 

Natal Invesument Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, 
presented April 11, directed to be heard before the Master of the 
Rolls on April 21. Young & Co, Frederick’s-pl, Old Jewry, solici- 
tors for the petitioners. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Ventnor Harbour Company.—Vice-Chancellor Kindersley has, by an 
order dated March 7, appointed Frederick Whinney, 5, Serle-st, 
Lincoln's-inn-fields, to be official liquidator. 


Turspay, April 17, 1866. 
LimITED In CHANCERY, 

Provincial Horse and Cattle Insurance Company (Limited).— Petition 
for winding-up, presented April 11, directed to be heard before 
Vice-Chancellor Kindersley on April 97. Field & Co, solicitors for 
the petitioners. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Fire Annihilator Company.—The Master of the Rolls purposes, on 
April 26, at 1. at his chambers, to proceed to make a call on all the 
contributories of the said company who have been settled on the 
list of contributories of the said company ; and that the said judge 
purposes that such call shall be for £18 2s. fid, per share, 


Hriendly Societies Dissolved. 
Frrpay, April 13, 1866. 
Aigburth Glory, High-park Inn, Park-rd, Lpool. April 11. 
Smethwick Female Friendly Lr ya Steam Engine-inn, Engine-st, 
Smethwick, Stafford. April | 


Creditors under Estates in Chancerp. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fervay, April 13, 1866, 
Bannister, Jas, Northfleet, Kent, Farmer. April 26. Bannister 0 
Love, M. R, 
Howkins, Wm, Lilburne, Northampton, Farmer. May 11. Parsons 
v Howkins, V. C. Kindersley. 
King, Geo, Buckingham, Draper. May 10. Williams v King, V. C. 
Kindersley. 
Wild, John Page, Erpingham, Norfolk, Yeoman. May I4. Goldspring 
v Hall, V. C. Stuart. 
Tvespay, April 17, 1865. 
Bell, Geo Martin, Romford, Essex, Farmer. May 12. Ambler o 
Bartley, V. C. Wood. 
Catterson, Josias Rogers, Dover, Kent, Gent. May 17. Catterson e 
Clark, V. C. Stuart. 
ag Wm Sims, Sunbury, Middx, Gent. May !2. Cobb e Cobb, 


Duffiend; Sam], Tottenham High-cross, Middx,Gent. May 10. Apple- 
ton v Rowley , V. C. Kindersley. 
Hall, Alex, Epsom, Surrey, Yeoman. May 12. Franklin o Hall, M.R. 
se iesese. Thos Twisden, Farnborough, Hants. May 24. Hodges ¢ 
es, 
king, Win, Godalming, Surrey, Gent. May 14. Balchin ¢ Eager, 


Norris, Dennis Geo, Kessingland, Suffolk, Clerk. May 12. Lawlor © 
Norris, M. R. 

Townsend, Robt, » Mary Cray, Kent, Builder, May 13. Fox o 
Townsend, M.R 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Piet. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claw. 
Fripay, April 13, 1866, 
rome, Seppe. Bedford, Merchant. May 19. Turnley & Sharman, 


Cartwright, Eliz, Louth, Lincoln, Widow. May 13. Bell, Louth. 

Cleland, Alex, Sunbury, Middx, Gent. May 31. Weightman, Guild- 

hall-chambers. 

Comport, Michael Smith, Rochester, Kent, Gent. May 10. Lewis & 

é Bell, se Turnley & 
onquest, John, Kempston, Bedford, Builder. May 19. 

Sharman, Bedford. es 

Davies, Eliz, Shrewsbury, Widow. June !. Sandford, Shrewsbury. 

Elliott, Thos, Wakefield, York, Farmer. July 1. Turner, Leeds. 

Greaves, Edwd Russell, Cornwail-rd, Hackney, May 10. Farrer & Co, 

Lincoln’s-inn - fields. 

or Edmd, Amersham, Bucks, Baker. May 3!, Charsley, Beacons- 

Ive, Edwd Peter, Langley Marish, , Baskinghann, Farmer. June 12. 

Taylor & Co, Gt James-st, Bedford 

aoe Pitt, Romsey, Reuthangten. Brewer. May 1. Stead & 

Co, Romsey. 

Kelley, Joun, Bedworth, Warwick, Butcher. June 8. Dewes & Norton, 





Five Dividends on various sums of £3 per Cent. Consolidated vo 
auities— Claimed by said A. C. Sterling, 





LONDON |_GAZETTES. 


GHUNding-up of Point Stock Compantes. 
Fripay, April 13, 1866, 
Basiey Lamirzp 1n CHancgrY. 
Gas Consumers’-Company (Limited).—Petition for win 
Bp, presented ‘April 4, directed to be heard before the Vice- Cha. 


Littler, Martha, Blackburn, Lancaster, Widow. May 30. Wilding & 

Son, Blackburn, 

— Eliz Bilston, Romsey, Southampton, Widow. May 1. Stead 

& Rom 

Mouland, John. Winsor, Southampton, Yeoman. May!. Stead & Co, 

Romse 

Parkins, Caroline, Graveley, Hertford, Widow. May 21. Brooks & 

Du Bois, Godliman-st, Doctor’s-commons. 

Richardson, Wm, Kythamgate, York, Farmer. May 9. Powell &Son, 

Pocklington. 

Sames, Wm, Blackburn, Lancaster, Wine Merchant. June 1, Kay, 
Blackburn. 
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Smith, Geo, Portsea, Southampton, Bootmaker. May 11. Stigant. 

Tomson, Mary, Southsea, Southampton, Widow. July 6. Daniel & Son, 
Ramsga' 

Walmsley, he. Leek, Staffordshire, Silk Manufacturer. June 15. 

inor & Co, Leek. 

Ward, Geo, Chipping Gngien. Gloucester, Builder. June 18. Kendall 
& Son, Bourton-on-the-W; 

Watson, Wm, Blenheim-ter, , Turncock. May 21. Single- 
ton & Tattershall, Gt James-st. 

West, Ellis Hy, Irongate-wharf, Paddington, Wharfinger. June 1. 
Bicknell & Bicknell, Connaught-ter, Edgware-rd. 

Wing, Saml, Bedford, Esq. May 19. Turnley & Sharman, Bedford. 

Wood, Jas, Nottingham, Chemist. June2l. Shilton, Nottingham. 

Woodroffe, Jas, Bedford, Builder. May 19. ‘Turnley & Sharman, 


Bedford. 

Tvespay, April 17, 1866. 
nee. Jas Hy, Edgbaston, Birm, Gent. June 1. Jame’ & Griffin, 
a... John, Lyon-ter, Bagnigge Wells-rd, Cab Proprietor. 

12. Robinson & Haycock, Charterhouse-sq. 
Bott, Wm, Balsall, Warwick, Farmer. May 1. Coleman, Birm. 
- Ann, Shinfield, Berks, Widow. May 28. Hedges, Walling- 


ag ee Jas Dunn, Brighton, Plumber. May 4. Cooper & Williams, 

righton. 

Horton, Joseph, St John-st-rd, Clerkenwell, Brush Maker. May 13. 
Taylor & Co, Furnival’s-inn. 

Langdon, Wm Tobias, Lucerne, Switzerland, Esq. June 25, Rhodes 
& Co, Chancery-lane. 

Longhurst, Richd, Southwick, Sussex, Gent. May 12, 
Williams, Brighton, 

—-. Alex Waugh, Dorking, Surrey, Surgeon, May 25, Shepheard, 

‘oorgate-st. 

Murrells, Ann, South-st, Finsbury-sq, Widow. May 31. Roberts & 
Simpson, Moorgate-st. 

Palmer, Mary, South Abbotsfield, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Widow. May 
13, Taylor, Furnival’s-inn. 

a hie peep: Sat, Innkeeper. May 15. Scholefield & 
Oldroyd, Dewsbury. 

— Jeremiah, Leeds, York, Plumber. May 15, Blackburn & Son, 


Worthington, Adelaide Eliz, Bath, Spinster. June15. Booty & Butt, 
Raymond-buildings, 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Tvuespay, April 17, 1866. 


Gersies, on Hy, & Chas Garniss, Lpool, Drysalters. March 20. 
Foster, Lpoo 
Angus, Geo, Sheffield, Banker’s Clerk. April 3. Webster, Sheffield. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 
Fria , April 13, 1866. 
Allan, Wm David, vo lane, Gt Tower-st, Ship Broker. March 31. 
Comp. Reg April 12 
re, 2 John, Audley, Stafford, Blacksmith, March 15. Conv. 
pri 
Biddle, Jas, Salisbury, Wilts, Tailor. March27. Asst. Reg April 13. 
— Robt, Birkenhead, Chester, Miller. April 4. Asst. Reg 


May 


Cooper & 


Apri 
“er Bartholomew, Manch, Smallware Dealer. March 17. Asst. 
P 
Bury, John, Warwick-ct, Holborn, Law Stationer. April4. Comp. 
Reg April 13. 


Carr, Joseph, Sy, York, Blanket Manufacturer. March 24, 
Asst. Keg April 12 
ay "WT Wale Brighton, Sussex, Broker. March 16. Comp. Reg 


Cheney, Hy Robt, Surbiton, Surrey, Grocer. April 5. Asst. Reg 


PR ning "Chas, Regent’s-park-rd, Cricket Bat Manufacturer. April 
9. Comp. Reg April 12. 
= John, jun, Luton, Bedford, Carrier. March 26. Cony. Reg 


ciater, Fret , Chelsea-villas, Chelsea, Comm Agent. April 9. Comp, 
5 ed Devonport, Devon, Auctioneer. Apri) 10. Comp. 
Geri 14 Geo, Burslem, Stafford, Grocer. March 24. Comp. Reg 
cower ‘Thos, Haverhi!l, Suffolk, Grocer. March 22. Asst. Keg 


Hailes, Aiteed — P sereear teen tate Fleet-st, Printer. April 3. 
Comp. Keg April 12 

Hanslow, John Whittingham, soeheey. Berks, out of business. 
March 16. Asst. Reg April 12 

ay Regeut-st, Westminster, Butcher. April9, Comp. Reg 

pri 

Hire, Edwd, Penzance, Cornwall, Veterinary Surgeon. April 10. 
Conv. Reg April 13. 

Hopkinson, Wm, a Lower Wandsworth-rd,Grocer. March 27, 
Comp. Reg April 13. 

Howell, ‘Daul poy. , Trinity-ter, Southwark, Corn Merchant. March 


29. ‘Asst. Ros op 
—, Wm Lebbeus, Sheffield, Hosier. March 15. Asst. Reg 
April 
ao Chorley, Lancaster, Innkeeper. March 20. Conv. Reg 
pri 
Siegfried, Change-Alley, Cornhill, Tailor, April 10. Comp. 


Reg April 12. 
—- A red Cole, Godshill, Isle of Wight, Grocer. March 24. Asst. 
Apri 
A wm, “Chatham, Kent, Cowkeeper. April 6. Comp. Re 
‘April 12, , pe: iP p- g 


Marx, Lpool, Travelling Jeweller. April2. Comp. Reg 
Nanor, B Hy, Manch, Stationer. March 28. Comp. Reg April 13. 





aos al Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. March 13, Comp. 
g April 1 
Parry, John, Lpool, Wine Merchant. March 28. Asst. Reg April 13. 
- ha 9 Lpool, Chronometer Maker. April 26. Comp. 
ri 
Scholes om Samlesbury, Lancaster, Farmer. March 15. Asst. Reg 
A 


scholfield, Walter, Manch, Boot Dealer. March 19. 
April 12. 
Seve, Pani Augustin, "Gt Russell-st, Bloomsbury-sq, Importer of 
Geneva Watches. March 18. Comp. Reg April 11. 
“st ew Fenchurch-st, General Merchant. April 4. Comp. 
eg April 
Smith, Catherine, crepe. Kingsland-rd, Ironmonger. March 31. 
Comp. Reg April 9. 
Steer, Jas Chas, Gravesend, Kent, General Dealer. March 28, Cony. 
Reg April 13. 
Tabor, Jas, Bath, Somerset, Baker. March 17. Asst, Reg April 11. 
Thomas, vy, Llansawel, Carmarthen, Farmer. March 20, Comp. 
Reg April 1 
wells, John, High-st, Hoxton, Hair Dealer. March 26, Comp. Reg 
April 5. 
Whealler, Geo roe Villiers-st, Strand, Wine Merchant. March 17. 


Asst. Reg A 

White, ‘rea fn rac Shoe Manufacturer. March 26, Asst. Reg 
April 1 

White, Thos Geo, Wood-st, Cheapside, Warehouseman, April 5. Comp. 
Reg. April 12 ‘tai 


White, Fred, Leicester, Bookkeeper. March 15. 
Wilson, oom! Redhaan Harbour, Durham, Ironmonger. April 9. Comp. 


Comp. Reg 


Comy. 
April 11. 


Reg April 1 

Winstanle:  Dectnte, Upton-pl, Forest Gate, Comm Agent, April 10. 
Comp. April 11. 

Woodward, Hy Wm, Coles-ter, Barnsbury-rd, Ship Owner. April Il. 


Comp. Reg April 13. 
TveEspvay, April 17, 1866. 

Allan, John, Hanover-st, Pimlico,Gent. April9. Comp. Reg April 13. 
Bailey, Hy, Bristol, Draper. April 12. comp. Reg April 16. 
Becking, Derk, Kingston-upon-Hull, Provision Dealer. March 23. 

Comp. Reg April !4. 
eye Hy Jas, Anerley-rd, Norwood, Chemist, April 13. Comp. 

April 1 

Bloomfield, Hy, Brightoti, Sussex, Hosier. March 2). 


Asst. Reg 
April 14 
Brotherton, dake, Lower Bentham, York, Grocer. April 10. Asst. 
eg April 1 
Cochrane, Alex, Wine-office-ct, Fleetest, Financial Agent. March 23. 
Comp. Reg April 14. 
Davies, Wm, ee. Draper. Aprilll. Asst. Reg April 17. 
vosmay, Oa. gston-upon-Hull, Ship Chandler. April 9. Comp. 
g April 14. 
Gray, Robt Edwd, Hanley, Stafford, Decorator of Pottery. April 14. 
Asst. Reg April 17. 
ye a Sheerness, Kent, Grocer. March 24. Comp. 
g April | 
ae. Jobn Donald, Lpool, Draper. March 29, Asst. Reg 
April 14 


— a Se Somerset, Glove Manufacturer. March 29. Asst. 
April 13. 
Mokeon Wm John, & Hy Faith, Cambridge Heath-rd, Mile End-rd, 
Cheesemongers. March 19. Comp. Reg April 14. 
Musgrave, Thos, Wm Musgrave, & Ibert Musgrave, Leeds, Woollen 
Printers. April12. Comp. Reg April 13. 
ae, Joseph, Shrewsbury, Salop, Draper. March 19. Conv. Reg 
pri 
Scatcherd, b= Kilpin Hill, E Domains: York, Woollen Manu- 
facturer. = ril5. Comp. Ree 4 bs egy 
oe. Joseph Wright, Wm Tod n, & Simon Lewis, Lpool, Ship 
Store Dealers, April7. Asst. Reg April 14. 


— = Fist ~ ipl St John’ 's-wood, Gent. March 1. 
smsithe itr West grag Meare Domesent, Journeyman Confeo- 
tioner. April 3, Asst. Reg April 14. 


Sykes, Nathaniel ‘Wm, oe Spitalfields, Licensed Victualler. 


April ll. Comp. Reg A 
Taylor, Jas, Bristol, Publican. April7. Asst. Reg April 14. 
Marc 16. Asst. Reg 


ee, . Credenhill, Hereford, Farmer. 


ril 

Tilrook’ 5 enced, Chatteris, Cambridge, Baker. March 19. Asst. 
Reg A 

Tone won Belper, Derby, Draper. Mareh 27. Asst. Reg April 13. 

Tyer, Alfred, Dartford, Kent, Grocer. March 28. Comp. Reg April 17, 


ie eee Gloucester, Baker. March 27. Comp. 
Moye Tobe J John, Moseley, Worcester, Clerk. March 20. Comp. 
Vinson, Wm, ‘Bideford, Devon, Draper. April 2. Comp. Reg 
Watkins, Wm, New Cut, Lambeth, Glass Cutter. March 15. Comp. 
Weta David, Manch, Merchant. April 12. Inspection, Reg 
Webs, Win Bernard, Manch, Wine Merchant. March 22, Comp.: 
white, ~ apenas, Somerset, Farmer. March 17. Asst. Reg 


ril 13. 
Winnett, a Blaker, Gravesend, Kent, Grocer March 20. Comp. 
Reg Ap 
Woolsteneron, anne Northwich, Chester, Hatter. March 19, Asst. 


Reg April | 
Bankrupts. 
Fatvay, April 13, 1866. 
pe Surrender in London. 
Barre, ey Bo , Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet April 10.- 
April uM atl Temp! » Aldermanbury Postern. 
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Benwell, Chas, Warnford-ct, Stock Broker. Pet April10. April 25 at 
11. King, Queen-st, Cheapside. 

Campbell, Dudley Stewart, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet April 9. 
April 24 at 11. Moss, Moorgate-st. 

Cobham, Geo Fredk, Gravesend, Kent, Builder. Pet April9. April 
24at12. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Cox, Ornesiphorus, Prisoner for Debt. London. Pet April 10 (for pau). 
April 24 at 12, Munday, Essex-st, Strand. 

Darnley, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet April 10 (for pau). 
April 24 at 12. Pullen, Cloisters, Temple. 

Dyer, Wm, Jun, Waltham Abbey, Essex, Greengrocer. Pet April 11. 
April 25 at 12. Hope, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Harrington, Alf, High Roothing, Essex, Farmer. Pet April 10. April 
24at 11. Jones, Chelmsford. 

Hawkins, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet April 11 (for pan). 
April 24 at 12. Pullen, Cloisters, Temple. 

Lindsay, Jas Wm, Plumstead-rd, Plumstead, no business. Pet April 
6. May 4at 11. . Buchanan, Basinghall-st. 

Liscombe, Richd, Slough, Bucks, Builder. Pet Aprilll. April 25 at 
12. Duncan, Basinghall-st. 

Newnham, Jas John, & Hy Fredk Meredith, Sleaford-st, Battersea- 
fields, Sugar Refiners. Pet Aprilil. April 24 at 11. Davis, Iron- 
monger-lane. 

Reeve, Chas Albert, Bedford, Brewer. Pet April 9. May 4 at 1. 
Merriman & Co, Poultry. 

Scott, Jas, West Raynham, Norfolk, Grocer. Pet April4. April 24 at 
12. Doyle, Verulam-buildings, Gray’s-inn. 

Summers, Rev Walter, Crondall, Southampton. Pet April9. April 
25at 11. Shiers, New-inn, Strand. 

Webb, Thos, Cross-st, Newington Butts, Machinist. Pet April 7. 
May 4at 12. Charlton, Chatham-pl, Blackfriars, - 
Wyld, Chas, Arthur-st, Battersea Park, Builder, Pet April11, Mead, 

Jermyn-st, St James’s. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Armstrong, Wm, Great Salkeld, Cumberland, Farmer. Pet April 10, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, April 26 at 12. Ingledew & Daggett, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

Bennett, John, Peterstone, Hereford, Builder, Pet April 10. Ross, 
April 26 at 12, Minett, Ross. 

Beeson, Frederick, Wednesbury, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
April 9. Birm, April 23 at 12. _Ebsworth, Wednesbury. 

Bolton, Hy, Stanningley, York, Linen Draper. Pet April4. Leeds, 
April 23 at 11, Rooke, Leeds, 

Breese, John, Machynlleth, Montgomery, Saddler. Pet April :0. 
Lpool, April 30 at 12, Best, Lpool. 

Bri , Jas, Sheffield, York, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet April7. April 
28 at 12. Ryalls & Son, Sheffield. 

Brocklebank, Hy, Coventry, Warwick, Watch Manufacturer. Pet 
April 11. Birm, April 25at 12. Smallbone, Coventry. 

Brown, John, Appleby, Derby, Chemist. Pet April 11. Birm, May 1 
at 11. Dewes & Son, Ashby de-la-Zouch. 

Bultle, Jonathan Alex, Norwich, Fish Curer. Pet Aprilll. Norwich, 
April 28 at 11, Chittock, Norwich. 

Burrows, Aaron, Kimberley, Greasley, Nottingham, Coal Miner. Pet 
April 9. Nottingham, May 23 at 11. Belk, Nottingham. 

Clarke, Edwd, Whittlesea, Cambridge, Journeyman Miller. Pet 
March 27, Peterborough, April 21 at 11. Smedley, Peterborough. 

Colson, John, Bedford, Butcher. Pet April 7. Bedford, April 28 at 12, 
Conquest & Stimson, Bedford. 

Craske, Hezekiah, Wymondham, Norfolk, Stationer. Pet April 6. 
Wymondham, April 27 at 3. Sadd, jun, Norwich. 

Daines, Oswald Theodore, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Trinity 
Pilot. Pet April i0. Gravesend, April 25 at 11. Outred, Graves- 


end. 

Denholm, Robt, Berry Edge, Durham. Pet April 5. Shotley-bridge, 
April 24 at 3. Patrick, Durham. 

Farmer, Mar; pone, Belatol, Dressmaker. Pet Aprill0. Bristol, April 
27 at 12. ill, 

Ford, Fredk Chas, Portsmouth, Hants, Assistant Engineer RN. Pet 

ril6. Portsmouth, April 26 at 1!. White, Portsea. 

Gummersad, Alfred, Bradford, York, Comm Agent. Pet April 9. 
Bradford, April 24 at 10. Berry, Bradford. 

Handley, Hy, East Retford, Nottingham, Tailor, Pet April 10. East 
Retford, April 25 at 10. Marshall, jun, East Retford. 

Hatter, Geo, Trowbridge, Wilts, Baker, Pet April ¥. Trowbridge, 
April 25at 11. Beaven, Bradford. 

Hewett, Robt, Southsea, Hants, out of business. Pet April 6. Ports- 
mouth, April 26 at 11. White, Portsea. 

Hine, Wm, Oxford, Billiard Marker. Pet April 4. Oxford, April 23 at 
12. Mills, Bicester. 

Holme, Richd, Sheffield, Eating-house Keeper. Pet April 7. Leeds, 
April 28 at 12, Fretson, Sheffield. 

Holroyd, Edmd, Halifax, York, Carpet Weaver. Pet April 10, Halifax, 
April 27 at 10. Norris & Foster, Halifax. 

Home, Thos, Brill, Buckingham, Brick Maker. Pet April 10. Thame, 
April 27 at 11. Shepherd, Luton. 

Ingram, Jesse, Cottingham, Northampton, Tailor. Pet April 10, Ket- 
tering, April 24.at 11. Marshall, Kettering. 

Ingram, Chas, Landport, Hants, Butcher. Pet April 10. Portsmouth, 
April 26 at ll. White, Portsea. 

Jeynes, Hy, Hereford, Upholsterer, Pet April 4. Birm, April 30 at 
12, Reed, Basinghall-st. 

Jones, ‘hos, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Collier. Pet April 9. 
Merthyr Tydfil, April 28 at 2, Plews, Merthyr T'ydfil. 

Jones, Saml, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Charter Master. Pet April 3, 
Wolverhampton, May | at 12. Bartlett, Wolverhampton, 

Lymer. John, Everton, L ter, Bootmaker, Pet April 10. [.pool, 
April 25 at 3. Henry, Lpool, 

MacKay, Peter, Hartsup Patterdale, Westmorland, Miner. Pet April 
5. Penrith, April 19 at 10. James, Penrith. 

Martin, Chas, Eastbourne, Sussex, Builder. Pet April 9. Lewes, 
April 25 at 10. Hillman, Lewes. 

Martin, Eliz Mary, Launceston, Pet April 10. Launceston, April 24 
at il. Peter, Launceston. 

Morris, Wm, Rochester, Stafford, Publican. Pet April9, Uttoxetor, 
April 27 a¢ 10, Tomlinson, Ashborne. 
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Newman, Alfred, Tonbridge Wells, Kent, Umbrella Maker. Pet Apr 1 
9. Tonbridge Wells, April 27 at 3. Halse & Co, Tonbridge W: 
Nuttall, Jas, Pigs-lee-Brow, nr Bury, Lancaster, out of business. Pet 
Aprilll. Bury. April 26 at 9. Anderton, Bury. 
Paterson, Geo, & Thomas de Pomeroy, Schoolmasters, lvania, 
Exeter. Pet April 10. Exeter, Apri] 35 at 11.30. Hooper, Exeter. 
Poole, Alfred, Barton-under-Needwocc, cafford, Higgler. Pet April 
ll. Burton, April 27 at 1. Palmer, Rugeley. 
—_ — se out of business. Pet April9. Lpool, April 30 at 
12. ent, Lpool. 
Rantoul, John, Sunderland, Durham, Boot Maker. Pet April 10. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, April 26 at 12. Wright, Sunderland. 
Riley, Jas, Leicester. Shoe Manufacturer. Pet April 10. Leicester, 
April 28 at 10. Chamberlain, Leicester. 
Robinson, Christopher Clark, Sunderland, Licensed Victu- 
aller. Pet April9. Newcastle-upon Tyne, April 30 at 12. Eglin- 
ton, Sunderland, 
Salter, John, Gravesend, Kent, Baker. Pet April 11. Gravesend, 
April 25 at1l. Outred, Gravesend. 
Sands, Reuben, Potterhanworth, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet April 9. Lin- 
coln, April 23 at 11. Brown & Son, Lincoln. 
Silvester, Richd, Edgehill, Lpool, out of business. Pet April 9. Lpool, 
April 30 at 12. Forshaw & Co, Lpool. 
Smith, Matthew, Mexborough, York, Shoemaker. Pet April 11. 
Doncaster, April 26 at 12. Woodhead, Doncaster. 
Southall, Mathew, Dudley, W » Fruiterer. Pet April 9. Dudley , 
April 24 at 11. Warmington, Dudley. 
Todd, Jas, York, Waterman. Pet April 9. York, April 25 at 11. 
FR  topemn York. se Oatain® 
ebb, Aaron, Appleton, Berks, Farmer. Pet April 9, Abingdon 
— me ig _ ares ee cag = weak . . 
eatcroft, Oliver, Notting’ , Butcher. Pet April 11. Nottingham, 
May 23 at1l. Ashwell, Nottingham. ° 
Whitaker, John, Burnley, Lancaster, Labourer, Pet April 9. Burnley, 
April 26at 10. Hartley, Burnley. 
Turspay, April 17, 1866. 
To Surrender in London. 
Barnard, Chas Alfred, Wardour-st, Builder’s Clerk. Pet April 12. May 
latll, Lucas, Lawrence-Pountney-lane. 
Boxall, Harry, Southampton-st, Strand, Letter Carrier. Pet April 10, 
May 4atl. Hope, Ely-pl. 
Braund, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London, Pet April 13 (for pau), 
May lati2, Kent, Cannon-st, y 
Diver, John, Retford, Norfolk, Brazier. Pet April 14. May 9 at 2. 
Forbes, Bedford-row, 
Dyer, Hy, Hen and Chicken-lane, Walworth, Manufacturing 
Pet April i4, May 1 at 12. Podmire, Union-ct, Uld Broad-st. 
Foulger, Fras, Mecklenburgh-mews, Guildford-st, Coach Maker. Pet 
April 13. April 30 at 11. Hope, Ely-pl, Holborn. 
Gregory, John Birch, Straw Bonnet Dealer. Pet April5. May7at 1 
Moss, Moorgate-st. 
Hawes, John Garland, Smith’s-ter, Bermondsey, Skin Salesman. Pet 
Aprill2. April 30 at ll. Hicks, Moorgate-st, 
Hubbard, Edwd, Landport, Hants, Butcher, Pet April Il. May 4 at 
i. White, Dane’s-inn, Strand. 
Irwin, Patrick Dillon, Osborne-ter, Clapham, Solicitor’s Clerk. Pet 
April 13. April 30at 11. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 
Masters, Jas, Prisoner for Debt. London. Pet April 12 (for pau). May 
9at 1. Dobie, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-st. 
Noakes, Robt, Tonbridge, Kent, Linendraper. Pet April 6. May lat 2. 
Jones, Size-lane. 
Pidgeon, Wm Hy, Essex-rd, Islington, Baker. Pet April 14. May 9 at 
2. Rigby, Size-.ane. 
Price, Hy, Cambridge-ter, Hackney, Builder. Pet April 14. May 1 at 
ll. Tower, Lower Thames. st. 
Seeligmann, Edwd, Bloomsbury-st. no occupation. Pet April 13. 
May latll. Manier, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 








‘Syrrett, Geo, Amelia-st, Walworth-rd, Clerk. Pet April 16. May 1 at 


12. Beard, Basinghall-st. 
Wade, Jas, Chelmsford, Essex, Hairdresser. Pet April 13. May 1 at 
ll, Duffield & Co, Tokenhouse-yard. , 
Walton, Wm, Tollington-rd, Holloway-rd, Shipping Agent. Pet April 
ll. Maydat2. Sweeting & Co, Southamp building 
Willett, John. Reading, Berks, Builder. Pet April 9." May lt at 12. 
Condy, Strand, 
Wilson, Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet April 13 (for pau 
9atl. Kent, Cannou-st West. 7 aera, 
Wrede, Sam!, Upton-p], Commercial-rd East, Coal Agent, Pet April 
14. April 30 at 12, Wright, Chancery-lane. 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Andrews, Thos, Leigh, nr Sherborne, Dorset, out of business. Pet 
April 12. Dorchester, April 30 at 1. Howard, Weymouth. 

Ash, Alex, Plymouth, Devon, Labourer. Pet April 13. East Stone- 
house, May 2 at il. Robins, Plymouth. 

Atkinson, Fredc, Leeds, Comm Agent. Pet April7. Leeds, April 30 
atl2. Harle, Leeds. 

Bales, Robt Green, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 13, Lpool, 
April 30at 3, Worship, Lpool. 

Bell, Wm, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Rope Maker. Pet April 
12. Newark, April 26at 10. Ashley, Newark. 

Bickley, Catherine, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Housekeeper. Pet 
April 10, stoke-upon-Trent, April 28 at 11, Tennant, Hanley. 

Biddell, Wm, Birm, Brassfounder. Pet April 16. Birm, April 30 at 12. 
Redgrave, Birm. 

Brewer, Thos, Southampton, Plasterer. Adj March 16. Southampton, 
April 24at 12, 

Brown, Geo, Kidderminster, Worcester, out of business. Pet April 16. 
Birm, May 4 at 12. Collis, Stourbridge. 

Clayson, Wm, Swinford, Leicester, Miller. Pet April 10. Lutterworth 
April 30 at ll, Owston, Leicester. 

Coppin, Geo, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Baker. Pet April 9, GtGrimsby, 
April 27 at 11, Wintringham, Gt Grimsby. 

Cowper, John Walton, Prisoner for Debt, Carlisle. Adj April 11. 
Alston, April 27 at 10, 
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Cullum, Sam], Stanton, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Pet April 13. Bury St 
Edmund’s, May 3 at 10. Walpole, Beyton. 

Davies. Martha, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, Spinster. Pet April 7. 
Pembroke, April 28 at 9.30. Lascelles, Narberth. 

Davies, John, Leeds, out of business, Pet April 10. Leeds, April 30 
at 12, Harle, Leeds. 

Evans, Wm, Birm, Brass Founder. Yet April 14. Birm, April 30 at 
12. Thurstans, Wolverhampton. : : , 
Evison, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Nottingham. Adj April 10. Birm, 
May | at 11. 


Fisher, Robt, Bath, Somerset, Cook. Pet April 13. Bristol, April 28 


at ll. Wilton, Bath. 

Hargreave, John, Barns'ey, York, Schoolmaster. Pet April 14. Leeds, 

May.3atll. Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Hobson, Wm Hy, —— File Manufacturer. Pet April 11. Leeds, 
Avril 28 at 12. Smith & Burdekin, S heffield. 

King, Martha, Milford, Southampton, Draper. haa April7. Lyming- 
ton, April 26 at 11.30. Mackey, Southampto 

Lawrence, Chas, jun, Monmouth, Perens aig "Pet April 13. Bristol, 
April 27 at 11. Bevan, Bristol. 

zell, Wm, Gt Coggeshall, Essex, Wheelwright. Pet April 11. 

Braintree, April 30 at 10. Cardinall & Wright, Halstead. ? 

a am Richd, Bedwelty, Monmouth, Uverman of Hauliers. Pet April 

1 Tredegar, May | at !2.. Harris. Tredegar 

Lewis, Thos, Shelfield, nr Walsa!l, Stafford, Chasttivenaer. Pet April 
12. Birm, April 30 at 12. Jackson, Westbromwich. 

Lovell, Wm, Lpool, ~~ Victualler. Pet April 16. Lpool, May 4 
at ll. Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Mawson, John, Gt Burdon, Durham, Journeyman Miller. Pet April 
13. Darlington, April 28 at!l. Webster, Darlington. 

Milner, Chas, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Merehant. Pet. April 9. 
Nev-castle-upon-Tyne, April 30 at 12. ‘Tinley & Co, North Shields. 

Millward, Stephen, Tunstall, Stafford, Butcher. Pet April 13. Hanley, 


May 19 at 11. Salt, Tunstall. 

Moss, Jas, Tunstall, Stafford, Tinman. Pet April 14. Hanley, May 
19at 11. Salt, Tunstall. 

Palmer, Geo Parker, Slongh, Bucks, ont of business. Pet April 13. 


Windsor, April 28 at 11. Innes, Leadenhall-st. 

Paterson, Geo, & Thos de Pomeroy, Exeter. Pet Aprill0. Exeter, 
April 25 at 11.30. Hooper, Exeter. 

Pearson, Wm, Bradford, York, Tea Dealer. Pet April13. Bradford, 
May 4at10. Terry & Watson, Bradford. 

Pearce, Wm, East Dereham, Norfolk, Licensed Dealer in Ale. Pet 

April 12. East Dereham, May 3at lt. Drake, East Dereham. 

Pee Robt, Old Buckenham, ‘Norfolk, Horse Dealer. Pet April 10. 
Attleborough, April 30 at 12. Chittock, Norwich. 

Peters, Fredk Hy, Lpool, Oil Merchant. Pet April13. Lpool, April 
28 at 12. Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Prockter, Joseph, & Wm Boden, Manch, Warehousemen. Pet April 
14. Manch, May 7 at 9.30. Chew & Sons, Manch. 

Raven, Saml, & Wm Raven, Worcester, Plumbers. Pet April 14. Wor- 
cester, April 30 at 11. Wilson, Worcester. 

Riches, Christopher, East Dereham, Norfolk, Innkeeper. Pet April 9. 
East Dereham, May 3 at 11. Drake, East Dereham. 

Rodgers, John, Manch, Painter. Pet April 13. Neneh, May 7 at 9.30. 
Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 

Shaw, Geo, Barnsley, York, Beer Retailer. Pet April 5. York, April 


30 at 1. Mason, York. 

Simcock, Wm, Warrington, Lancaster, Jeweller. Pet March 31. Sal- 
ford, May 3at 11. Shepherd & Moore, Warrington. 

Smith, John, Newark-upon-Trent. Nottingham, Watchmaker. Pet 


April 13. Newark, April 26at 10. Ashley, Newark. 


bg rege Jas, = » Overlooker. Pet April 12. Bury, May 3 at 10. 

ylance, Mi 

Sutton, Thos ow She ge eae Pet April 13. Birm, 

April = at 12. James & Griffin, Bi 

To immense. ‘Sener Dealer. Pet April 12. 
Oidhas Mey 3 at 12. Ascroft, Oidham 

Venn, y. a Plamber. Pet April 11. Truro, 
April 28 at 3. Marshall, Truro 


Wallis, Wm, Folkestone, Kent, Photographer. Pet April 14. Folke- 
stone, May 3ati0. Fox, Dover. 

Walker, John, Calverley, York, Cloth Tenterer. Pet April13. Brad- 
ford, May 4at 10. Cavr, Leeds, 

Walsop, John, Darlingtuu, Durham, Blacksmith. Pet April10. 
castle-upon-Tyne, May 9 at 12. Stephenson, Darlington. 

Whordley, Thos, Dawley, Shropshire, Chartermaster. Pet April 11. 
Madeley, May 2at12. Tavlor, Wellington. 

Williams, Jas, Tunstall, Stafford, Painter. 
May 19atil. Salt, Tunstall. 

Wilks, John, Cressing, Essex, Shopkeeper. 
April 30 at 10. Jones, Colchester. 


BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED. 
Tvuespar, April 17, 1866. 
— Geo Hy, Dock-st, Upper East Smithfield, Soap Manufacturer 
A 13. 


New- 


Pet April 13. Hanley, 


Pet April10. Braintree, 








“ London Gazette” (published by authority) and London and Country 
Advertisement Office, No. 119, Chancery-lane, Ficet street. 

ENRY GREEN (many years with the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 

the Legal Profession to the advantages of his.Jong experience of upwards 

of twenty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &., and 

hereby solicits their continued support.—N b, One copy of advertisement 
only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 


ROCESS SERVER.—H. PARTON, 58, George’s- 
soa, Holloway. References to some of the first houses in Lon- 
don. Instructions by letter will receive prompt attention. 


T. SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house, Lists 
Prices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post tree, 
 HOHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite go House, 
nearly 0 years. Orders ebove £2 sent carriage free 











RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
87, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 

SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
posals for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
Interests, or other adequate securities. 

‘ Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
ae PkurosaL FoR LOAN ON MORTGAGES. 


Introduced by (state name and address of solicitor) 
Amount required £ 
Time and mode of repayment (i. e., whether for a term certain, ar by 
annual or other payments) 
Security (state shortly the particulars of security, and, if land vr build- 
ings, state the net annual income) 
State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresham Office in connexion with the security. 
By order of the Board, 
F, ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 
\VHE CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF 
ENGLAND (LIMITED).—Copies of the Half-yearly Report and 
Balance-sheet, issued to the shareholders, can be had on application at 
the Company’s Offices, on and atter Monday next. 
ALFRED LOWE, Secretary, 
17 & 18, Cornhill, London, April 21, 1866. 








THE CREDIT FONCIER AND MOBILIER OF ENGLAND 
(LIMITED). 


OTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that the 

ORDINARY GENERAL MEETING of this Company will be held 

at the London Tavern, Bishopsgate-street, Lon ion, on Wednes lay, the 

25th of April, at Twelve o'clock (noon) precisely, for the purpose of re- 

ceiving the Directors’ and Auditors’ Report and Baiance-sheet, and for 

declaring a Dividend. 

The Transfer Books of the Company willl be closed from 4 p.m. on Wed- 

nesday, the 18th of April, until 10 a.m. on Friday, the 27th April. 
By Order of the Court of Directors, 


ALFRED LOWE, Secretary, 
N & 18, Cornhill, London, March 2ist, 1866, 








J ust published, | Second Edition, price 3s., 


"YVHE LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 

account of its History and Developement in the Decisions of the 
Courts of Law and Equity. By ED\WARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law, London. 

“*T am indebted to the very valuable little publication of Mr. Lloyd, 
who has collected ali the authorities on this subject.”—V.C. Woop, in 
McAndrew v. Bassett, March 4. 

Lenton: 


59, Carey- -street, Lincoln’s-inn, W. Cc. 


In the Press. Second edition, 12s. 6d. 


RADY ON FIXTURES AND DILAPIDA: 
TIONS, ECCLESIASTICAL AND LAY. 
Yates & ALExanpER, Church-passage, Chancery-lane. 





In one volume, crown 8vo, price 3s. 


A TREATISE ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Dedicated, by permission, to Vice-Chancellor . 
Lichard Torin Kindersley. By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, Esq., of 
Rincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. 


London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


ENDERS, STOVES, FIRE-IRONS, and CHIM- 
NEY- PIECES. — — Buyers of the above ure requested, before 
finally deciding, to visit WILLIAM 8, BURTON’S SHOW-ROOMS. 
They contain such an assortment of FENDERS, STOVES, RANGES, 
CHIMNEY-PIECES, FIRE-IRONS, and GENERAL IRONMONGERY 
as cannot be approached elsewhere, either for variety, novelty, beauty of 
design, or exquisiteness of workmanship, Bright Stoves, with ormolu 
ornaments, £3 $s.to £33 10s.; Bronze Fenders, with standards, 7s. to 
£5 12s.; Steel Fenders, £3 3s, to £11; ditto, with rich ormolu orna- 
ments, from £3 3s. to £18; Chimney-pieces, from £1 8s. to £100; Fire- 
irons, from 3s, 3d, the set to £44s, The BURTON and all other PATENT 
STOVES, with radiating hearth-plates, 


Ces CANDELABRA, BRONZES, & LAMPS. 
—WILLIAM S. BURTON invites inspection of his Stock of these, 
displayed in two large Show-Rooms. Lach article is of guaranteed 
quality, and some are objects of pure Verti, the productions of the first 
= of Paris, from whom Willian S. Burton imports them 
t. 

CIOCKS LOM seseereeseseee verre 
Candelabra, from . 





7s. 61. to £45 0s, Od, 
«. 13s, 6d. to £16 10s, Od. per pair. 
Bronzes from .....0000++ seeee 188, Od. to £16 16s, Od, 
Lamps, modérateur, from... 6s,0d.to£ 9 Os, Od, 


Pure Colza Oil, 4s, 9d, per Gallon. 


ILLIAM 8. BURTON, GENERAL FUR- 
NISHING IRONMONGER, by appointment, to H. R, H. the 
Prince of Wales, sends a CATALOGUE gratis, and post paid, It cone 
tains upwards of Six Hundred Illustrations of*his unrivalled Stock of 
Sterling Silver and Electro-Plate, Nickle Silver, and Britannia Metal 
Goods, Dish-Covers, Hot-Water Dishes, Stoves, Fenders, Marble Chimney- 
Pieces, Kitchen Kanges, Lamps, Gaseliers, Tea Trays, Urns, and Kettles, 
Clocks, ‘Table Cutlery, Baths, Toilet Ware, Turnery, Iron and Brass 
Kedsteads, Bedding, Bedroom Cabinet Furniture, &c., with Lists of prices 
and Plans of the ‘Twenty large Show-RKooms, at 89, Oxford-street, W.; 
i, 1A, 2, 3, and 4, Newmanestreet ; 4,4, and 6, Perry’s-place ; and 1, New- 
man-yard, London, 











